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PREFACE

On April 5 and 6, 1968, a nationwide conference for special educators
on the evaluation of instructional materials was held at the Washington Hilton
Hotel here in Washington, D. C. The conference was sponsored by the Special
Education Instructional Materials Center,* Department of Special Education,
George Washington University. Although our primary aim was to focus on the
evaluation of materials for handicapped children, we recognized that evaluation
procedures involve techniques which have generalitv and consequently the conference
concerned itself with evaluation procedures, per se.

Those invited to the conference included members of the fourteen federally
funded instructional materials centers (special education) and of CEC-ERIC
which together make up the national network of instructional materials centers
for special education. The general purpose of the conference was to provide
this network with information and guidelines which would be pertinent to the
evaluation of instructional materials. The speakers who addressed the group
were chosen because of competency in one of the following areas: a) ''issues
and/or theories relating to evaluation,'" b) the role of education and industry
in evaluation," c¢) "specific guidelines and procedures for the evaluation of
materials."

In this copy of the proceedings it was necessary to omit three of the
presentations. One was primarily visual, and it was felt that the substance
could not be commmicated in written form. Another paper was omitted by a
prior agreement that the paper would not be reproduced. The third paper was
omitted because of an apparent breakdown in commmication regarding intent to
reproduce all presentations. Due to technical difficulties, it became necessary
to omit reproducing the discussions which followed each speech. Selected speeches,
after further editing, will appear in a monograph to be available at cost in the
near future.

I want to thank the United States Office of Education (USOE) who encouraged
us to undertake the conference, and Charles Williams and Pat Smyke of the
American Institute of Research (AIR), whose assistance with some of the many
details is appreciated. Special thanks go to the two editors: Carol Gross and
Ellen Cramer, and to Ginny Swisher who was of assistance to them. Finally,
these materials would not now be in your hands except for the diligence and
typing skills of Veejay Naegle.

Sincerely,
{4 a {7 afu”’.?)? ey
Margaret H. Moss

Conference Chairman

*As of September, 1968, the George Washington Special Education
Instructional Materials Center will be called the Mid-Atlantic Region
Special Education Instructional Materials Center.
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Evaluation - A Challenge and an Opportunity

by George M. Olshin, Ed.D.
Chief, Research Laboratories and Demonstration Branch,
Division of Research
Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped (BEM)
Washington, D. C.

It gives me great pleasure to welcome you to this conference on behalf
of the sponsoring agency - the Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped of
the United States Office of Education (USOE). The bureau is most appreciative
to Mrs. Moss, Miss Gross and other staff members of the George Washington
University Special Education Instructional Materials Center (SEIMC) for organizing
this conferencz for the network of Instructional Materials Centers.

Since some persons in the audience have just become aware of the SEIMC
program, perhaps it would be helpful to review briefly the purpose and
development of the program.

The SEIMC Program

The concept of the SEIMC came into focus in 1962 when a Presidential
Task Force recommended the development under the leadership of the USOE, of
Special Education Instructional Materials Centers. The purpose of such IMC's
was to provide special educators and other related professional personnel
with ready access to valid instructional materials and information for the
education of handicapped children and youth. It was recognized that a workable
system should be established to assure that these materials are known, under-
stood, and available to all teachers and supervisors of special education
programs.

USOE followed the recommendation of the Task Force, and the program is
now administered by the Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped.

To accomplish the objectives of this new effort a three phase program
was planned.

Phase I - Service
This phase includes the acquisition of commercial and teacher-prepared

instructional materials; describing, classifying, and organizing these materials;
and the dissemination of materials and information to educators.

Phase II - Development
This next stage includes the evaluation of instructional materials, and

the development and production of new materials on a pilot basis for experi-
mental trial or demonstration to establish their effectiveness,

TSR et o i Fth et iy Skt ot B Sl | S




Olshin, page 2

Phase III - Stimulation of Materials Production

The last step includes contacting the organizations which have the production
capacity (such as sheltercd workshops or commercial publishers) and encouraging
them to produce materials which have been found to be effective in the research
phase; and continuing consultation with producers to assurec that ideas which
they believe have merit are given consideration.

If the IMC's are to succeed, they must develop a close relationship with
industry; this is a challenge and an opportunity. Very little is known about the
actual educational .value of many instructional materials. One of the functions 1
of the centers will be to provide information, materials, and consultation to 3
teachers, thus strengthening their ability to discriminate between poor and
effective materials for use with handicapped children.

Conceptualizing and funding a program such as the SEIMC Network does not
always guarantee success, and onec knows that implementation is the more difficult
task. I believe that several ingredients account for the success the IMC's have
had to date. The first and most important is the calibre of the professional
staff and other personnel who are associated with the administration and operation
of the IMC's. The second is the autonomy given the centers to develop umique
characteristics. The third, the ability of individual centers to appreciate
the need for network coordination and to cooperate in the development of 2 - -°.
functioring network. Another important factor is the ability to phase in activities
to accomplish their objectives. For example, all centers knew that it was of

prime importance to develop their service phasc prior to initiating a research and
development phase.

Lo X e atain g any NS

The objectives for the service phase are currently being accomplished by
most IMC's. Centers have developed their physical facilities and extended their
operations into the field. They are now working closely with state education
agencies, local school systems, colleges and universities and residential
institutions to develop associate or satellite centers.

Our dissemination activities are increasing and becoming more efficient
and selective through center newsletters, acquisition lists, institutes and
workshops, and through convention program activities. Our relationship with
the Educational Resource Information Center - Council for Exceptional Children
is a great strength.

Other programs--supported and not supported through our office--are now
being coordinated with Network activities. For example, a USOE project at the
University of Iowa which is developing and disseminating materials and information
on instructional methods to special class teachers in Iowa, is now cooperating
with the SEIMC Network.

It is significant too, that funds have been made available through a
govermment research and demonstration program and implemented an educational
activity that is giving direct help to the special cducation teacher in the field.
! BEH believes that this help will make a difference in the quality of his teaching.
I We hope that in the near future, he will become well informed about valid
instructional materials--the tools of his trade.

B . e -
W b e R AN AN By K Y S e e o eaes
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Evaluation Activity

I see the activity of evaluating instructional materials as a great
challenge to the IMC's. A challenge becausc the evaluation process is difficult
and will require a great amount of the IMC resources. 3

Recognizing that problems would be encountered in the evaluation process,
an IMC Committee was organized and initial efforts were made to coordinate the
evaluation activities of the network. The committee became aware of outside

resources currently involved in the process and sought to cooperate in these
efforts.

The first major problem of evaluation is one of semantics. If the special
education community and the publishers and instructional materials manufacturers
continue to use different tems to describe the properties of instructional %
materials--progress will be slow. I hope that this meeting can help us to "
become aware of the problems of language in the instructional materials field.

Some of the questions the IMC's want answered which relate directly to the
evaluation process are:

1. How to determine priorities?

Do we need a master plan?

What do we evaluate?

[

How do we evaluate?

. Who will evaluate what?

. How do the Centers cooperate in this task?

. How can IMC's cooperate with publishers, and materials producers?

What are the cost factors in texms of money and professional energy?

O 0 N O U A N N

Can we anticipate problems?

P
e

And finally, what should the role of USOE be?

I have described the genesis of the IMC program and the plan for the
future. I know the IMC's will work hard to develop and implement this activity
as they have the service phase. Our new friends are invited to help us and to
share in the benefits we derive by improving special education and in turn
serving as a model for general education.
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EVALUATION AND DECISION MAKING*

by Richard A. Dershimer, Ph.D.
Executive Officer, American Educational Research Association (AERA)
Washington, D. C.

This paper is to encourage and improve the sophistication of
evaluations of all kinds. I am focusing on educational programs because of
my background. Far too many supervisors and administrators are frustrated
because they feel increasing pressure to assess their programs--or segments
of them--only to be reminded by the specialists that the methodologies of
evaluation are growing increasingly complex. Federal directives specify
that programs must asscss what benefits federal funds have produced, but
research consultants explain that test scores and opinion questionnaires
will not provide the answers.

The dilemma is heightcned by statements like the one made by Louise Tyler
(1968) that evaluation is now "imperative because curriculum and instructional
materials development has become centralized." Yet, we are told that even
the national curricular projects, with great educational leaders and hundreds
of thousands of dollars from foundation and federal funds, have not been.
adequately assessed. Today's school administrators hear school boards use
terms like cost effectiveness, objectives, and assessment with increasing
frequency. ~They hear men like Scriven (1967) state, ''Business firms can't
keep executives or factories when they know they are not doing good work, and a
society should not have to retain textbooks, courses, teachers. and superin-
tendents that do a poor job when a good performance is possible."

The solution far too often is to ''go through the motions," that is, gather
some test score data, tabulate questionnaire results, obtain some testimonies,
and write a flashy report; the data are not respected and only slightly used--
if at all. A frequently used alternative is to postpone any serious evaluation
until a fully qualified man can be found. The problem with both of these
alternatives is that the potential for evaluation that exists in so many districts
is overlooked, and valuable data are lost or ignored.

This paper will provide a rationale for the "let's get started" approach.
It is meant to be a supporting document for the supervisor who is arguing for
even more evaluation with his immediate supervisor, whet™.:r he is an assistant
superintendent, superintendent, or chairman of the board. It will attempt to
summarize and interpret the major disputes about evaluation that are most relevant
to the local scene and to provide a plan that should help districts improve the
way they now evaluate.

Definitions

Probably the most frequently used definition of evaluation, and the one which
we shall accept for the purposes of this paper, is provided by Cronbach (1963).

*] acknowledge the generous contributions of Robert Stake, Robert Pamos,
Malcolm Provus, and Clenn Boerrigter, all of whom made valuable suggestions,
most of which have been incorporated in the final draft.

g —— N A e b P AR Pt




Dershimer, -page -2

He seces evaluation, broadly conceived, as "the collection and use of
information to make decisions about an educational program." It is interesting
that he uses the term information, and not the more precise tecrm, data.

As valuable as this definition is, it begs a very critical issue. Does
evaluation merely attempt to describe the situation under study, or does it
attempt to judge how adequate, effective, or valuable something is? Most
evaluators in the past have only described matters likec how well or how poorly
children achieved compared to certain norms, or how adequate the environment of
the learner or the preparation of the professional was. Stake (1967) takes a
firm stand on this issue and claims that "both [italics his], description and
judgment are essential--in fact, they are the two basic acts of evaluation.

Any individual evaluator may attempt to refrain from judging or from collecting
the judgments of others. Any individual evaluator may seek only to bring to
light the worth of the program. But their evaluations are incomplete. To be
fully understood, the cducational program must be fully described and fully
judged."

RS o i g e i et 4
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t Again, for the purpose of this paper, I concur with this extension of the

definition by Cronbach, with one modification: the judgments of the evaluator

{ must be limited to the question under study and kept within the boundaries for
which therc are supporting data. The evaluator is a technician and should have
special insights and perceptions. But in nontechnical matters his judgment

: should be only one of many sought by the ultimate decision maker--supervisor,

5 superintendent, or school board. He can be asked how cffective a new clementary

1 school science program is, for example. His rcactions should be weighed against

those of the business manager who may have been analyzing the costs of the new

program, the assistant superintendent who knows the feelings of the parents about

the existing elementary science program, and thz principal who knows the quali-

fications and reaction of the tcachers.

The term educational program used in this sense refers to those aspects of
any school situation involving the direct interaction between a group of
professionals and a group of students in a school. Educational materials can
be included in this definition; budgets cannot. Organization of teaching teams
can be included; administrative reorganization of the central office camnot.
Evaluation of the progress of a single student or cven several students by a
single teacher is not included in our definition.

Fvaluation is an activity or set of activities initiated or utilized to
provide data for major operational decisions in the schools. It is only onc of
several sonrces of data for those major decisions cven though, on matters
relating to the educational program, it may be the most rclcvant and most
significant. Evaluation scrves three other purposes, however: (1) providing
more systematic ways of gathering data for many other purposes; (2) sharpening
the objectives of any organization; and (3) identifying and clarifying aspects
of the situation where revision or improvement is most nceded and/or desired.

. A Schema for Evaluation

3 All too frequently, in the mind of the administrator, evaluation is
3 equated with checklists, tests, questionnaires--in other words, with techniques
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rather than an overall plan. I am proposing a three-part plan, or schema,
the three major components of which are (1) antecedent conditions or input
variables, (2) intervening events or treatments, and (3) outcomes or objectives.

Ideally, no evaluation should be considered complete, and no decision made,
until meaningful data from all three sources are available. But, typically,
data are uneven or nonexistent. The socio-economic position of parents or
their child-rearing attitudes, critical personality characteristics of the
children or teachers--these are only some of the many input variables that are
difficult at best to obtain. What does the pretty, young teacher down the hall
do that causes her pupils to perform better than children from other classes in
the same building year after year? And how can we know whether we really changed
the behavior of children without following them for the next 25 years? These
questions are merely illustrative of the limitation in designating intervening’
variables and outcome data.

Even though therc may be large gaps in the data, the schema is still useful,
in that it will help the evaluator and administrator understand the limitations
of the data that are on hand. For example, the fact that there are no records
for one-third of the pupils in a given class because their parents are migrant
workers ( a highly relevant piece of datum) should prevent educators in that school
from generalizing whatever success they have had with a particular project.

The schema has two other advantages: (1) It should allow evaluators and
educators to break out from a myriad of activities smaller bits of data on
behavior (performance) or relationships between people and materials, etc., so
that they will be better able to focus on those variables which are most likely
to be relevant to the program under study, and (2) T- ould lead to the collection
of more and more varied data.

The simplicity of the three-part schema is deceptive. Any one part really
mst be thought of as a link in an interlocking chain. Since the schema must be
kept dynamic, that is, kept as part of a constantly shifting scene, the final
outcomes from one schema may sexrve as antecedent conditions for another--or
intermediate objectives for yet a third. How many links in the chain are used
in a given situation obviously will depend on the degree of competence of the
evaluators and the complexity of activities being studied.

Before leaving the schema, I must point out that it is a fairly common
approach and first appeared in print with the New York State Quality Education
Project in the middle 1950's. Many writers, of whom Stufflebeam®* and McQuire
(1967) are excellent representatives, advocate a fourth component--the setting
or context. These teams include the identification of the problem and the
assumptives that undergird the problem. While I agree with the importance of
these factors, I still see them as input variables, as I point out later on.
But let's examine each component of the schema in greater detail.

#See the CIPP Evaluation Model by Daniel I. Stufflebeam presented on
page 35, "Columbus Report," BIG CITY TITLE I EVALUATION CONFERENCE, 1967 REPORT,
Pittsburgh Public Schools.
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Input Variables or Antecedent Conditions

The importance of input variables has been excellently summarized by
Stake (1967):

what one finds when he examines formal evaluation activities

in education today is too little effort to spell out antecedent

conditions and classroom transactions (a few of which visitation

teams do rccord) and too little effort to couple them with the

various outcomes (a few of which are portrayed by conventional

test scores.)

Inputs may be defined as all the relevant characteristics that the principals
involved in any educational enterprise under study bring with them at the
beginning of the enterprise. Training, age, experience, level of competence
are typical of the antecedent data usually gathered about teachers. But a wise
evaluator will attempt to gather data about the interrclationships of teachers--
the pecking order for example--, and the attitudes of teachers toward "outsiders',
even if they come from the downtown, central office.

A frequently overlooked input datum is the information that led to the
initial identification of the problem; evaluations have a way of becoming
stereotyped. A school board member's child is having difficulty. The result may
be the assessment of the performance uf a single teacher rather than examination
of the performance of all the children with characteristics similar to the single
example. Conversely, an irate PTA meeting might lead to evaluation of the public
relations program in the district rather than analysis of the educational
problems highlighted by the parents. The assumptions that lead to quick inter-
pretations must be questioned early and often.

Treatment of Intervening Variables

The data that are to be gathered in this category are from the relevant
transactions that have taken place among the students, professionals, media,
and materials in the situation under study. The term relevant in this case
should be considered quite loosely and should depend in large measure on the
type of data an evaluator wants to collect.

The role the evaluator plays in specifying the treatments frequently
causes problems. Brickell (1961) points out that evaluators require two restric-
tions: "(1) procedures must not be changed in midstream, otherwise it will not
be clear what is being evaluated; and (2) the circumstances in which the
procedures are used must be kept comparable, otherwise it will not be clear
what is determining the outcome.” In order to move every student toward the
desired outcomes, the teacher will often use any promising means, regardless
of treatments specified. If a student is not able to comprehend the concept of
integers, for example, the teacher will want to find a new text, or a programmed
text, or extra help from another student for him.

This conflict has been and remains one of the major conflicts that prevent
many schools from conducting morc evaluations. I place most of the blame on the
evaluators themselves, for r~asons I shall discuss in more detail later on.
Evaluators should become more ethnographic. iThat is, they should be more willing
to back off and observe what treatment tcachers actually employ under given circum-
stances with given children and attempt to formulate hypotheses or gather other
data based on these observations. This somewhat heretical recommendation is made

P
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because of the continued inadequate statc of knowledge about tecaching and

learning in formal school settings, and with the realization that most

evaluations in local schools are not aimed at--at lecast should not be aimed at-- |

increasing the world's knowludge of major cducational issucs. The concern with

control has not provided the rcsulting trade-off in knowledge. As Gage (1963)

states the case, ''rescarch in tcaching, cmploying the most commonly accepted ]

paradigm, has been abundant--hundreds of studics yiclding thousands of correla-

tion coefficients have becn made. In the main, these studies have yielded

disappointing results: correlations that are nonsignificant, inconsistent

from one study to the next, and usually lacking in psychological and educational

meaning."’ |
|

We must be aware of the difficult position in which we place the local
dircctor of research if we do not permit him to tightly structurc his designs
and controls. Usually he has been prepared for his work by professors of
research who continue to serve as gateposts for carcer opportunities. The
reference groups and the professional associations to which he belongs cxpect
him to contribute scientific papers, and they cvaluate his work by the standards
of rescarch. For these reasons, it is obvious to me¢ that persons who use
research skills primarily to improve what is donc within a given school system
or institution badly need a separate, more cicarly identifiable professional
group. It should be a group whose members will be just as concerned as their
scholarly counterparts with quality and quantification, but who will reccgnize
the difference between gathering data for decisions, which is basically an
engineering function, and attempting to add to knowledge, a research function.

There is yet another reason, however, why the teacher's concern for the
individual frequently conflicts with the evaluator's concern for structure:
individualization of instruction has not been adequately conceptualized in a
way that would permit any kind of a systematic evaluation. A new approach to
individualization, "mastery learning,"” may supply this conceptual structure.
Bloom (1968) provides a clear description of the temm, 'teaching for mastery."
He cites evidence from pilot studies that by individualizing instruction and
varying the time allotted for learning tasks, and to individuals, up to 95
percent mastery becomes a goal, it follows logically that evaluators must be
expected to evaluate different kinds of treatments than they have in the past.
The evaluation problems of mastery learning have not yet been explored in any
depth, but the approach, I posit, stil] holds great promisc. The approach should
have value both for home-grown courses and curricular innovations and for courses
and innovations packaged by outside sources.

Objectives

j The importance of objectives to evaluation has not been challenged since
the eight-year study (see Smith and Tyler, 1942). In recent years, objectives
have assumed ever greater importance as can be seen in this quote by Gagné
(1965):
For the person who wishes to study the process of education,
to analyze it, to perform research upon it for the purpose of
understanding and improving it, statements of educational objectives
as human performance are an absolutcly essential starting point.
[italics mine].
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There is an emerging dissent to the emphasis placed on objectives--particu-
larly the need for behavioral terms. Robert Travers, one of the most persistent
critics, bases his objections on two points: (1) There are too many '‘behaviors"
. like creativity and abstract reasoning that cannot be specified and measured,
and these then are usually underemphasized in educational programs. (2) The
behavioral objectives approach rests on the false assumption that children
are like "plastic masses' (1968) of raw materials that are inexorably molded
into the shape foreseen by the planner. The only conclusion (which will be of
little help to the practitioner, I fear) that scems compatible with the points
of view represented by Gagné on one hand and Travers on the other is that
behavioral objectives should be used for those teaching situations where detailed
objectives are possible, remembering that there are "higher'' objectives that
cannot be treated in the same way.

Another issue that must be highlighted is how to balance locally derived
objectives with those established for larger populations. In a private school
that sends large numbers of graduates to leading universities, the two may be
synonomous. In a slum school it may be unreasonable to expect children to be
judged by national norms.

This leads to the separate issue of how to evaluate the objectives that
teachers adopt for themselves, or for a school. If a junior high school staff
wants all students to develop a written proficiency in Swahili, proficiency
defined at a fairly advanced level, the central staff should be very interested
to know why. Given this kind of priority, the previous objectives should be
reexamined thoroughly to see if the rationale for all other courses can still
be justified.

Although I realize I have treated the concept of objectives very super-

ficially, the literature is now so extensive that I prefer to concentrate on
aspects of the schema.

The Problem of Sophistication of Data

The degree to which any evaluation will help improve decision making will
depend to a large extent on how valuable the data are. Essentially there are
five sources of data which may vary in the degree of sophistication and the
degree to which they are empirically derived. They are: folklore, anecdotes,
expert opinion, descriptive data, and research data. Each of these can help
an evaluator make certain judgments and administrators make certain decisions,
but each has its limitations. For this reason it is important that we examine
each source of data.

Folklore

Astin and Panos (1968) call folklore 'any widely accepted but empirically
untested assumption concerning a causal relationship between an educational
program or operation and an educational outcome.'' We can name many bits of
folklore, but a few will suffice. The educational justification for the junior
high school is largely composed of folklore about the unique requirements of
carly adolescents. The belief that children should not be introduced to reading
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until they are six is folklore (that some teachers surprisingly still believe).
Some coaches also swear that intercollegiate athletics produce better citizens.

But folklores are helpful to the decision maker because they are legiti-
mizing beliefs. Folklores enjoy wide consensus. Therefore, the professionals
are able t get on the job because they have standards for action.

The single most bothersome problem about folklore in cducation is that
it is so often substituted for empirical evidence. It is easy to see our
mistakes in the past, like the reading readiness concept. Bussing students
from the slums to more favored schools is a plan born from folklore and rests on
untested assumptions. So long as educators and evaluators remember this fact
and are willing to question these assumptions when they can, then folklore is
a valuable source of information.

Anecdotes

Anecdotes, especially dramatic ones, can have profound influence on deci-
sions. The student who stabs a teacher and the demonstration for a project that
is about to be discontinucd for lack of funds, are both examples of events that
focus on issues and suggest courses of action. They help call to the attention
of extremely busy administrators and school boards events that may not otherwise
rise to command their attention.

Since the limitations of anecdotal information should be well known, the
only other comment here is to enter a plea for more effective record keeping.
Just as the recording of anecdotes for individual pupils can help sketch a
profile of his behavior, similar records for an entire school can reveal problems
where none are believed to exist. Daily or weekly logs or diaries can serve this
purpose.

Expert Opinion

The problems of "'outside' consultants are well documented and need not be
reiterated here. Similar problems are arising with the increased prestige
accorded to research specialists on the staffs of all large school systems.
Knowledge about research design and methods and statistical treatment and
analysis is extremely valuable but is only a means to a larger end. The opinions
of these individuals must be weighed against the opinions of many othexrs on the
staffs.

Descriptiv~ Data

Descriptive data document what is happening in a school system and provide
a systematic inventory of conditions, the incidence, distribution, and, to a
certain extent, the relationships of phenomena. (For a more detailed treatment
see Van Dalen, 1963, Chapter 10). I am referring to regular collection of data
such as attendance records, achievement test scores, broken windows, police
arrests, and to ad hoc studies such as parental opinions about pending issues,
adequacy of school buildings in light of possible population shifts, and per-
centage of students who have smoked marijuana!

R S
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One of the problems associated with descriptive data is deciding where
to focus. Schools are admonished to undertake '"continuous gathering of data"
(AASA, 1959). State departments of education and federal agencies seemingly
have insatiable appetites for information. It will do no good to rail against
the trend; it is far better to automate so as to stay on top of critical demands.
Schools must adopt procedures followed today by many large industries that have
their record keeping so automated that only exceptions or deviations from

regular reporting are fed to the decision makers. The computers handle everything
else.

As valuable as descriptive data are for evaluators and administrators, they
frequently are misused. Elaborate statistical treatments, multiple regression
analyses, for example, seem to imply causality. (See, for example, R. C. Nichols'
review of the Coleman study, Science, 154, 1966.) If the records of 10,000
students who had male teachers show just the reverse, the implications for action

are clearly suggested. But the cause of the reading problems for either girls
or boys still has not been established.

Only one other comment is needed about descriptive data. The results of
standardized testing frequently are equated with descriptive data. Much more
imagination is needed to provide insights into the inner workings of schools--
at the staff and student levels. Much information is available from secondary
sources and unobtrusive data sources, two terms that will be discussed later.

The number and kinds of books placed on reserve shelves in the library, kinds

of equipment and supplies ordered by teachers, the frequency and variety of audio-
visual equipment used, are records available to any principal and should help

to supplement other pieces of information about the characteristics of teaching
taking place in his school.

Research Data

The term research used in the context of this paper refers to a body of
procedures and methodologies borrowed from the social and behavioral sciences
that allow the evaluator to gather certain kinds of empirical data that cannot
be gathered in any other way. However, the focus is still on the kinds of data
that will aid in decision making, and not data that will add to new knowledge.
As such it concentrates on what Kerlinger (1965) calls the ''shorter range goal
of finding specific relations.' Consequently, the researcher is restricted in
the way he can generalize the results.

Astin and Panos (1968) use the criterion of replication to distinguish
research procedures from descriptive procedures even though they acknowledge
that it is "'rarely feasible to rephcate the (classical) experimental conditions
on any substantial scale." To replication I prefer to add the concept of
intervention, that is designing a set of experiences and testing and observing
‘the reactions of the individuals to those experiences.

There is little agreement on the most appropriate procedures to obtain
the desired data. In classroom settings it should help administrators to use
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comparative data whenever possible. That is, the data gathered about the behavior
of students or staff should be compared both to a set of absolute standards as
well as to data gathered from comparable groups. Research also is the best way

to obtain clues about differentiated effects of treatments. Administrators must
be concerned with discovering the various reactions of different kinds of

students under differing conditions, not just with gross data likc group means

and correlation betwcen means.

The problems related to the use of experimental and quasi-experimental
methods are too complex to take up in this paper. (For one of the most com-
prehensive overviews see Campbell and Stanley, 1966.) To obtain the most
sophisticated data possible, obviously a specialist in research design and
methodology must be employed. School systems which do not have these specialists
should either hire them or take the responsibility for retraining some of their
competent young men and women. Hiring part-time consultants is a very poor sub-
stitute.

Using More Imaginative Procedurcs

School systems should insist that their cvaluators develop and use more
imaginative procedures for gathering data for decisions and not try to meet
criteria from the research community necessary to add to new knowledge. There
are five "rules" that should lead to richer data:

1. Use more than a single measure. One quote from Webb and others (1966)
will support this point.

So long as we maintain, as social scientists, an approach to
comparisons that considers compensating error and converging
corroboration from individuality contaminated outcropping, there is
no cause for concern. It is only when we naively place faith in
a single measure that the massive problems of social research
vitiate the validity of our comparisons.

2. Use more than a single mode of mecasurement. The beginning researcher
almost inevitably thinks in terms of pencil-and-paper tests and questionnaires.
He forgets that it is possible to observe behavior, to use logs and diaries,
interviews, projective techniques--to mention only a few poss ibilities.

3. Differ treatments among treatment groups. Again, if the emphasis is
on generating meaningful data for decisions, more than one group should be
used, and the treatments should be differentiated. Cronbach's appeal (1963)
for the use of double blind experiments in educational research has gone largely
unheeded. In other words, there should be at least one experimental group,
one control group, and a third group to whom is given some kind of placebo,
that is, an alternative trcatment that has different ingredients but affords
the third group as much attention as the other groups.

4. Make your instruments and methods sensitive to associated data and
possible serendipitous_interpretations. If you want to cvaluate changes in
behavior among teachers who are sent off to NSF summer institutes, it is
important to find out not just if they teach the new materials they were taught,
but what materials they no longer use. It is as important to determine the new
sources of information they use and, perhaps the individuals with whom they now
consult.
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5. Use more sccondary data, or unobtrusive measures. I have borrowed the
ter uaobtrusive measures from a book of the same name by Webb, Campbell,
Schwartz, and Sechrest (1966). They argue that if you are to use multiple
measures, you just find ways of discerning behavior without artificially
altering their behavior. For recording behavior they advocate using physical
evidence (crosion of tile around certain exhibits in museums and archives),
observation (conversation sampling and type of dress), and hidden hardware.

Using these measures opens up many exciting possibilities for cvaluators
in sckools. Comsider just ons example: A principal has urged his teachers
to undzrtake more joint planning as a way of moving his school toward team
teaching. He makes it possible for them to meet during school time, but he
would like to xmow who is really undertaking some joint planning. He can ask

them, or give them a questiomnaire, but he does not want to interfere, just
obtain a clue as to progiess.

He assumes that if teachers are going to plan futurc activities, they will
need certain books in advance from the library (cards can be checked). They
should request certain pupil recoxds that are kept in the office in order to
compare iivtes on individual students. As the plans unfold, they should order
different materials than thcy have in the past and request permission to use
the small auditorium for large-group mectings.

The quantification of many of these variables will be very difficult, if
not impossible. However, this should nct excuse any evaluator from measuring,
as precisely as possible, as much data as possible. He must determine the
reliability of his observations and the validity of the attempted improvements.
So regardless of the level of statistical sophistication used in the beginning,

the tendency should be over any period of time to use ever more sopl lstlcated
and complex measurcements.

Cencluding Statements : ~

The "let's get at it approach" can be criticized in several ways.. It is
quite likely to gecnerate and perhaps condone poorly conceived and sloppily
executed evaluations as well as provide only evidence of the kind we have used
in the past. It is an oversimplified approach to highly complex problems and
may tend to focus the educators on superficial aspects of those problems.

Therc are two ways to compensate for these weaknesses. First develop a
broad data base, focus it toward major program decisions and keep it current.
Secondly, theories should be used as frameworks and as guides for the collection

and interpretation of data whenever possible. Let me elaborate somewhat on the
second point.

In spite of the unquestioned value of theory to the sciences, it remains
alien to practitioners in education. And with some justification, since theories
.in our field remcin weak (Bloom, 1966). Nevertheléss, without theories,
investigations wiil be random and diffused. As Kerlinger (1965) defines theory
it is "a set of interrelated constructs (concepts), definitions, and propositions
that presents a systematic view of phenomena by specifying relations among
variables, with the purpose of explaining and predicting the phenomena.'

B e L e p—




Dershimer, page 11

The importance of thcory was rcaffirmed recently in the study of the
utility of research completed by the Defensc Department. In this highly mission-
oriented agency it is only natural that they favor research that will lead as
directly as possible to technological developments. Project Hindsight, the
title of the Department of Defense study, confirmed that ''focused research'' does
have great payoff. But it also pointed out thc debt owed to theory. Sherwin
and Isenson point up this fact in their summary of the study in Science (1967):

None of our science Events (their term for discoveries) could have
occurred without the usc of one or more of the great systematic theories-- ¢
classical mechanics, thermodynamics, clectricity and magnetism, relativity ‘
and quantum mechanics. These theories also played an important role in 3
many of the technology Events. If, for example, we were to count the *
number of times that Newton's laws, Maxwell's cquations, or Ohm's law
were used in the systems we studied, the frequencies of occurrence would
be so high that they would completely overshadow any of the recent Events
we identified. :

Educators who doubt the value of theories should reread Robert Merton's
Social Theory and Social Structure (1957). Even theories at the lowest level
of generalizability give greater meaning to data and provide insights for
improving the studies that follow the present investigation.

But the final argument in support of the ''let's get started" approach has
: nothing at all to do with the technical nature of evaluation or research. It is
t rooted in the reality that decisions must be made in schools about program
' matters. They can be based on very limited data and large amounts of experience-
based opinions, or just the reverse. The relationship of the evaluator to
the decision maker in schools is precisely that described by Etzioni (1968):

In short, the relationship between the social sciences
and a societal decision-maker is not very different from that
between the natural sciences and a medical practitioner: Even if
either practitioner had mastered all knowledge which the
scientific discipline contains, he still would have to interpret,
' project, and make connections--on the basis of fragmented information
x and in accordance with the canons of the appliced world.

- .

= In short, the evaluator should concentrate on providing the most valid, the

- most reliable and the most relevant information and the best judgments

concerning the information he gathers. After that it becomes the administrator's
responsibility to act or not to act as he sees fit. The recognition of this
differentiated responsibility should be the final, clinching argument for -
getting started with more formal ecvaluations of educational programs. *
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THE EPIE APPROACH TO EVALUATING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

TERRY DENNY, Ld.D.
Head, Educational Products Information Exchange (EPIE)
Research Offic+, Urbana, Illinois

In my dark ages Robert Stake (1967a) began talking about an approach to
evaluation in education, an approach designed to reveal the countenance of
educatic © I heard about it and was interested, read about it and was intrigued,
thought «-out it and was possessed. During my pl.easant years on Purdue Univer-
sity‘s educational psychology staff I had been involved in a variety of short
and long-term experiments in the name of evaluation. When the going was rough,

I hugged my Linus blanket, the venerable Tyler rationale. Then, too, I had

a few AFRA-APA model-building papers into a special file marked '"do something
with these, someday' and had been dimly awarec of a fcw elements of a way of
thinking about educational evaluation that made sense to me. It was pretty
chaotic. I used to answer ''research'' instead of ''evaluation'' whenever a collecague

asked me what I was doing . . . no matter what I was doing. Stake's countenance
paper clouted me.

About a year later I began hearing about a systematic attempt to
institutionalize the evaluation of the thing-side of education: educational i
products. P. Kenneth Komoski (1967) was starting the EPIE Institute and had |
articulated a captivating set of technological propositions about what needed
to be done and how it might be donec. The Institute has evolved an evaluation
model principally through the thoughts of Stake and Komoski, and it serves us
well. Indeed, I have talked and written so extensively about it I have come
to believe I have proprietary rights to discussing it. This conference signals
an end to that notion.

EPIE Research Rationale

Another conference paper, the one by Dr. R. Dershimer, shows his under-
standing and appreciation of the work of Stake and Komoski and, as a consequence,
of the EPIE Institute's approach to evaluating educational products. This
approach we visualize in the manner found in Figure 1. The complete explica-
tion of the relationships within and betwcen data-collection matrices found
in Figurc 1 has been detailed elsewhere (Stake, 1967b).
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Matrices to guide the collection of evaluation information about an educational product.

§ To our way of thinking, the elements of any evaluation are bits
of information. Each bit is identified according to dimensions or

characteristics that help to Jescribe the product. In the EPIE matrix

designed to help the local decision-maker evaluate products, each
dimension or characteristic is assigned a row. Each source of infor-
mation is assigned a colum. A bit of information, then, has its own
; sub-subcell, squared off by row and‘ colum, identified by type and
source of information. We collect information from the producer, from
independent analysts and from the users of the product. Next follows
a representation of the processing of product information collected by

EPIE.
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Figure 2
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So, how will EPIE make its attack on evaluating instructional materials?
Our most extensive search among the data will be for (1) congruence between
what was expected of the product and what actually occurred and (2) contingency
relationships between outcomes and conditions-of-use which reveal the limits
of a product's effectiveness. EPIE relies on researchers and analysts with
a broad range of talents and diverse methods of inference to bring about some
orderly confluence of data.

Talk about Evaluation

Let us assume that the case has been made for the need to evaluate
instructional materials. Let us assume also that such evaluation is wanted
by several interested publics. The EPIE evaluation model is one such way of
doing a job. It can be done. We hear, understandably enough, voices of
vested interests who say that the educaticnal research and evaluation communi-
. ty has insufficient tools at hand, few skills perfected, no strategies appro-

' priate for beginning the job.

; . The catch phrases are so appealing: 'Researchers can't even agree among
themselves; study after study shows no significant differences; the problems
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under attack are trivial; the methodolcgies needed tc do the job right aren't
available." These assertions are appealing because if mistakenly elevated
to the status of warranted assertion they relieve us of our obligation to
evaluate: "It can't be done anyway..." '...and keeps the market the

way it 'ought' to be." "The decisions should be made by the producer."
That sort of thinking may have served someone well in the past. I don't
know very much about how educational materials came to be marketed in the
past. The little that I do know suggests that there has been considerable
nonsense going on in the name of producers meeting the instructional needs
of teachers. We can change the producer-controlled market of doing what
comes naturally, to a user-centered market of doing what comes necessarily
(Denny, 1967).

The task of evaluating instructional materials on a systematic, compre-
hensive scale requires a large disinterested group of competent professionals
cooperating to gather, analyze, scrutinize and report on their use of educa-
tional products. It requires an enormous passel of information, reliable in-
formation, synthesized in a defensible public fashion, and a receptivity to
its importance and utility by potential decision makers. We conceptualize
such a strategic undertaking as shown in Figure 3. We are very excited about
its possibilities, impatient with our slow progress, prayerful about necessary
funding, and delighted by our reception in a few school systems with which
we soon will be working closely to develop our services.

Figure 3
THE EPIE MODEL FOR ‘:3'.?&552!:‘;,‘“__ [ reviewers | [_TeAchers ]
RESTRUCTURING THE —somrory ] [ADMNISTRATORS ]
"NATURAL" SYSTEM OF ggsz'lcot"l&g TESTING GrOuPS | | PARENTS |
EXCHANGING PRODUCT | INTERviEWERS |
l OTHERS l INDEPENDENT
INFORMATION ANALYSTS AND
l __RESEARCHERS
‘; / & NS // &
/ Y "
,s“,, § é\\ / § [ scroor soarcs |
D 7S
/7 S O o>
A N [ teachens |
/
// d"«\ SCHOOL
/ & ADMINISTRATORS
/I
! g |  mooucers |
/
o & CURRICULUM
’ SELECTION
%? ,/ ‘ GY‘? 6& & GROUPS
i QY o°
(=)
" "Q %‘ >
& &
GENERAL S f s} S
DATA E |/ &
R |/€5/¢
) /& RN
; AN
b Clos | |&/¢¢
SPECIALIZED F /&
DATA R k| R T| R 7
M M M &
A A A &
. HIGHLY 1 1 T &
SPECIALIZED | l | | &
DATA 0N ON ON




Denny, page 5

Figure 3 represents the EPIE Institute's program for improving the natural
system of information exchange about educational matcrials. The shaded areas
represent information now in the systcm and being disseminated through our
"'broadcast'' mode: The EPIE Forum.

. The schoolman knows that out therc somewherc is descriptive information -
about all elementary science series or all secondary school social studies
materials, and about all closed-circuit TV equipment or all the overhead prcjec-
tors now on the market. He also knows that in some cases analytical reviews
of materials have been made by competent profcssionals and that laboratory tests
have been conducted on some types of equipment. Further, he knows that other
schoolmen have had experience with many of the products among which he must
choose. Being aware that this information does exist, he does his best system-
atically to bring what he can together in order to make a decision. But given
the number of products, their increasing complexity, and the time and staff
limitations within which he works, his best efforts too frequently end in
frustration and failure.

In order to carry out its objcctives, the Institutc must collect in a
systematic fashion the information which it will process and disseminate among
educational decision-makers in schools and in industry. The three columns
on the face of the model refer to the threce types of information (identified
by the three sources, Producer, Analyst, User) that are being gathered and
will eventually be disseminated by EPIE. On the left side of the model presented
in Figure 3 are three levels of information sophistication: General Data,
Specialized Data, and Highly Specialized Data. Down the right side of the model
are represented the three basic "modes' of information services to be provided
by the Institute.*

Some Problems

EPLL has been working on somc problems in which I think you are interested--
problems which confront you in your evaluation projects with the materials of
special education. Our primary methodological problem is one of relating goals :
and conditions-of-use to outcomes. Other problems vie for attention: What are 3
our target populations? To whom shall we ask our questions? What products do
they want to know about? What questions aren't they asking that could be relevant
to the solution of their problems? What steps must be taken to assure that
classroom conditions are representative?

We have the problem of comparing products with different purposes. No two
instructional aids have identical objectives. We ask some questions which show
each product in its best light, as well as in light which may be best for its
competitors. One product appears better under certain limited conditions, poorer
elsewhere. We must aid the potential user to see what objectives, which conditions

*For a complete discussion’ of this modcl see EPIE Forum, vol, 1, No. 5,
January, 1968, p. 28-33.
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of usc complement which products for his instructional needs.

Still another problem has to do with standards. Most operating standards
are idiosyncratic and unconscious, serving to shape personal preferences, perhaps
very consistently, but avoiding public exposure. The advocate of this or that
standard may adherc to still others in his own practice. EPIE's purpose is not
to show what is popular, but to reveal--to expose--the various expectations that
exist. Surveying every expectation is all but impossible; utterances both
pertinent and suitably documented are hard to find. A thorough presentation of
existing standards is a formidable obligation, but a necessary one for a nation-
wide evaluation project.

Identifying school goals is important, too. Are products differentially
useful depending on school goals? Of course they are. Along with other state- j
ments of opinion and judgment, school goals have a translation problem. Each
goal has implications for practice, but spelling out what practices are consis-
tent and what are inconsistent is not an easy task. How can goals be quantified

unambiguously? EPIE is working on the development of more definitive scales
for goal priorities. '3

It is necessary to take the individual teacher's and the individual school's
goals into account. The accounting procedure we employ compares the congruence
of hopes with realizations. When they are matched, or nearly so, our report
to our client might be, "At this point in our deliberations this is the match
or mismatch.'' This is not necessarily good or bad, by the way. People can
intend foolish things which fortunately go awry. One also might have quite
narrow intentions for a given program which has been observed to have rather
far-reaching benefits--another fortuitous mismatch.

An observed lack of congruence between intended antecedents, transactions
or outcomes and observed antecedents, transactions or outcomes may be undesirable,
may be merely tolerable, may bc quite nice indeed, depending on the context
in which the incongruity occurs. When the highly prized aims are not realized
in action, it is always an unhappy experience. When unanticipated events
transpire which are of some seeming potential but which could be of possible
disservice to the program, the findings are indeterminate; and when outcomes
exceed our more ambitious goals and are accompanied by grand benefits, the
best of all possible mismatches occurs. The judgment depends on the contin-
gencies and congruence throughout the system and not upon the presence or
absence of congruence. Stake's modecl reflects considerable concern for the
wishes of the individual instructor. But he says more.

Consciously and unconsciously, people have different
expectations of the products they use.

The EPIE research rationale has no stronger conmitment
than the commitment to record and to honor this
diversity of values. No product evaluation can be
complete without a survey of the preferences and
priorities of the many groups of peoplc who use the
product, or who may benefit or be injured by it.

But this commitment does not preclude forthright statements
of relative values (Stake, 1967b ).
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The congruence of local intents and observed events must be judged against
external nomms, general standards. Evaluation is required. These steps are

required in an evaluation study but may be quite entirely absent from experimen-
tal research and assessment or status studics.

If such judgmental procedures reveal little commonality for the local
school's purposes and the external criteria, difficulties are imminent. Difficul-
ties of the sort cxperienced by any evaluator who tells a client that which the
client would rather not hear. Difficulties of the sort which cause strained

raluator-client relationships. Hopefully evaluators can gain sufficient respect
from their clientele to avoid the stigma of persona non grata. I have now come
to view as vital a relatively unexplored dimension of educational evaluation,
namely that of the psychodynamics of advice and information giving. We nced
some generous help from brethren in the business of clinical counseling.

Research or Evaluation

I would like to turn now to a few problems I have been worrying about of
late regarding distinctions between evaluation and basic research, between
generalizability goals and cvaluation goals.

Basic research is much in the news of late. An articulate basic research
proponent, Kerlinger, has written, "It just seems to be too hard to understand
the nature and purpose of basic research and too casy to talk easily about
applied research, research and development, product-oriented research and similar
kinds of jazzy things. Besides, one gets money for the latter and not for the
former'' (1967, p. 5). In his acerbic commentary he charges USOE with hindering
the development of basic research in education and commends Wittrock (1967) who
wearies of product research ''that gets us nowhere.'' Wittrock calls for support
of basic research of educational phenomena, research for conceptual space points,
for theoretical experiments in naturalistic settings. But Kerlinger regards
the likelihood of getting anyone but a handful of kindred souls to listen to
their pleas as unlikely. Bright's (1968) pro-basic research comments are
widely printed and discussed; Cronbach's Kappan (1966) statement is quoted by
everyone and now I have joined them; Gagné (1966) gags on loose molar discussion
by educators about curriculum reform, evaluation, revolution; and Bruner's
bombshells periodically explode about us in scarch of a theory of instruction.
All of this could be seen as a "movement'' of sorts. It is the sort of movement
I am not very excited about. Basic research as I understand its potential for
evaluation problems or educational decision making is not what EPIE and SEIMC
really need. Basic research will of necessity take a long time to come to
fruition. The vineyards need to be worked in the meantime. If not basic research,
then what? More thecory? More information? Yes and no. I am much taken up
with the notion that we are about to be glutted with information. We are
information rich. Wc may be headed for a period of superabundance. People
are being told the information will soon be at our fingertips.

Unfortunately EPIE may be scen by some to be another member of a growing
list of do-gooder agencies committed to the proposition that ''what the education-
al world needs now is data, more data." We dislike this image very much. The
educational world can do without EPIE, IBM, ERIC, SEIMC tooling up to collect,
store, and retrievc still more information. I think we presume too much when
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we presume the usefulness of data per se. I think we presume too much when we
assume the rationality of educational decision making. Dershimer has expressed
a concern for thc amount of folklore in our profecssion. Others wish to quickly
supplant the folklore with empirical evidence. This could bc an incorrect ploy
for us to take. Kenneth Boulding (1966) suggests that cmpirical evidence may
not always be the better evidence for a variety of human endeavors. The
pluralism of the educational enterprise may need folklorc, vagueness, alogical
custom to provide a sort of clastic bond to keep the mélange intact.

It may be that some teachers' behavior deteriorates, when their intuition,
folklore and unthinking habits are supplanted or scriously challenged by
scientific information. The ingestion of information may not effect or may
even produce undesirable results on educational decision making. What a fright-
ening thing:if.true! I think what all this means in part is we need more data,

if, and only if, we develop more and different procedures for information assimi-
lation by our users.

I have no doubts that educators need to exchange information among them-
selves about instructional tools and techniques. Yet there is apprehension
among educators (and certainly among producers) about organized efforts to
obtain that information--and with good reason. Stake has put it, "The hazards
of prejudice are not less thon the hazards of ignorance."

It is obvious to the supporters of EPIE that the need for information
justifies the risk of prejudice, i.e., the possibility of encouraging an
occasional unwarranted innovation or maintaining some out-dated standards.

The risk can be kept small; but the need for evaluative information cannot be
made small, for it grows out of the imperative need for rational decision making.

What constitutes a useful distinction between evaluation and research for
those concerned with evaluating instructional materials? At the core of the
educational researcher's purposes is his aim to generalize his finding beyond
the people and setting utilized in his research. He works hard at maximizing
the likelihood of similar findings being replicated by other educational
researchers doing studies of the same type with other people, other instruments,
in still other ecological settings. It's a fierce task. He is deeply concerned
with the questions of extcrnal validity as well as internal validity sources
(Bracht and Glass, 1967). External validity sources may be grouped into two
classes: first, those which deal with questions of generalizing findings to
other people, or population validity; and second, those which deal with questions
of generalizing findings to other settings, ccological validity. The researcher
who wants to build instructional theory, to work at curriculum evolution and
revolution, to standardize tests and mcthodologies, is necessarily primarily
concerned with population-ecology validity problems.

While the educational evaluator will be awarc of these mattcys and will do
what he can to safeguard against invalidity contaminants, the cyux of his concern
is not that of discovery and building principles or relationships with high
generalizability to other people in other settings than those¢ under his investi-
gation. Which is not to say that he cavalierly disregards such concerns--rather,
it is a case of priorities, of alternative emphasis. His concern will be with
the applicability of extant measurement techniques and regimens to the particular

e . = A ‘e -
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population and setting being evaluated. (Large-scale evaluations must of course
deal with large-scale sampling procedures, data handling and statistical
inference.) But the evaluator's principal charge remains one of fully describing
and fully explaining the program being evaluated so as to facilitate his evalua-
tion of matters related to that population.

The evaluator of the local school social studies curriculum is not particu-
larly interested in whether his findings are generalizable to still other social
studies instructional programs across the state or nation. Certainly the local
evaluator should not be examining the behavior of a small number of people
principally to acquire predictive power to make statements about a large number
of other people outside his research sample. When he achieves internal validity
through random sampling procedures within his available or accessible research
population his validity problem is licked.

The educational researcher on the other hand must do more. He has another
inferential leap to make, that of discerning the relationship of his available

sample to his target population. What practical difference grows out of this
distinction?

It is better for the evaluator to invest his resources in obtaining full,
reliable descriptions about a restricted set of circumstances to be judged and
to let uncertainty prevail about the generalizability of his findings. This
latter posture is achievable only by agencies with huge capital resources,
personnel and expertise necessary to assess the large target group.

EPIE will have to conduct some basic investigations and some evaluative
studies. Any research study seeks generalization, but studies differ as to the-
level of gemeralization they seek. The ''basic research' study in education is
usually indifferent to personnel, subject matter, locality, and time. The
practitioner's inquiry usually calls for minimum generalization, because a
purchase to meet some given need is in the offing. But EPIE has many clients.
EPIE's studies will specify the product, and search for generalization or limits
related to types of pupils, teachers, schools, and so forth.

Why have I labored the point? First, because I wanted to try it out today
as a possibly useful distinction for examining the tasks of evaluating education-
al materials and for training educational researchers and evaluators. Second,
it may help those who may be using a consulting evaluator to understand better
and to participate more meaningfully in evaluation projects. Third, I hope
it encourages discussion and thought about the nature of evaluation, the nature
of basic research and the resultant tradeoffs inherent in the conduct of an
evaluation study versus a research study.

I am not certain that my notions about the differential function of general-
ization in experimental and comparative educational research versus situational
or local evaluation studies can be or should be defended. There are some forces
that could be marshalled. I have argued for theoretical research in naturalistic
settings (Denny, 1967). Recall Brunswick's (1956) strong arguments for natural-
istic research and consider Cattell's (1966) ac<ertion that the progress of
psychology as a science depends increasingly on nu.manipulative designs. Bracht
and Glass (1967) encourage me. They claim that wh..e basic research serves a
vital function in contributing to our knowledge of the human organism such
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studies arec not the basis for gencralization to a variety of situations in
which humans normally interact with their cnvironment. Such generalizations
are fraught with indeterminable risks. If carefully controlled experimental
designs really do not yield generality of findings--or more so than do more
local, naturalistic approaches--I feel less constrained to strive hard for more 3
and more basic research at all costs. 1

Questions Are Indicators

I would like to have you consider another distinguishing characteristic of
the evaluation situation as the attention we must pay to questions such as:

a. How good is this elementary science kit?

b. Can I justify keeping this literaturc program next year?

c. How helpful was the parental involvement in getting that ;
program in modern math on the road last year, and should I ]
do something similar for my modern biology curriculum
revision?

d. The superintendent who asks ''which program would be best
for my four low-achievement schools insofar as beginning
reading materials are concerned: that linguistically based
series, the one that is ncarly all programmed instruction,
or the experimental model that's coming out of the individually
prescribed instruction research shop at the 'miversity?

Now, consider some questions which are better answered by education
researchers; questions of the type listed by Bracht and Glass (1967) in their
treatment of external validity of the ecological variety:

a. Is the treatment equally effective with all teachers?

b. Is the treatment effect independent of the size of group?

c. Is the treatment dependent to some extent on the use of
certain audio-visual aids?

d. Is the treatment effect independent of the time of day?

These are important questions. They require careful attention to safe-
guarding against contaminants of internal and external validity to permit the
questioner to generalize to the larger target population he has in mind. They
are, clearly, quite different questions from those cited as being better answered
by educational evaluation.

There are many common concerns of the evaluator and researcher. Often the
questions confronting educational decision makers demand approaches that are one
part research to one part evaluation. Consider the social studies research
project director who wants to assess the effects of value preferences held by
secondary school teachers of the social studies on student concepts of the
role of the social studies in upgrading American scciety when he asks me vhere
to begin his evaluation, ahead arc several hours of conversational give and
take, coaching, structuring for both of us. But onc thing we are likely to
scttle upon is the nced for looking at the interaction of teaching style with
personological variables of the learner. We will be concerned with designing
that particular facet of the study to reveal the presence of ordinal or dis-
ordinal interactions of the sort that Cronbach (1957) called for over ten years
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ago. Hence, this facet of the evaluation project is likely to be traditional
educational research methodology pure and simple, and there will be still other
research elements to be included. But when the final selection of what we shall
or shall not do comes about, I will be willing to trade off maximal general-
izability (or concern for sampling procedures to maximize external validity)

in order to complete my picture of the local social studies instructional milieu
under investigation. Of course I shall exercise extreme caution to control

g internal validity, as must the program researcher or the experimental researcher.
5 But there arc distinctions to be made.

I have a feeling that therc is too much high-powered research motion going
on in the name of evaluation. Conversely, in the worst sense of the term, that
of defining evaluation as the act of imputing personal preference to matters
of choice, there may be too much evaluation going on in the name of research
in our schools. But let me end this tangential probe by saying there's not
enough research or evaluation going on in the name of anything. The documenta-
tion for this assertion has been made by others, elsewhere, to my satisfaction,
at least. (Scriven, 1967; Kerlinger, 1967; Stufflebeam, 1966; Cronbach, 1966;
Stake, 1968)

Obstacles

There are school people deeply concerned by educational researchers'
unwillingness or inability to listen to the real questions coming from the
practitioners--the kinds of questions which should interest educational
evaluators, which very likely turn off educational researchers, and . . .
alas . . . are being turned down for supportive consideration by a fair number
of us as impossible for study. These messy matters arc the stuff on which
decisions must be made. Some of us are taking all this quite seriously.
Stufflebeam (1966) and Hammond (1967) have been listening to such questions,
to such cries of the anguished educational decision maker, and have been
developing new paradigms for coping with the content and contextual realities
of evaluation problems. The research and theory of Guba (1965) encourages me
to believe that the tried and untrue old tribal research dance, the pre- and
post-test shuffle, can be challenged, improved upon, and where need be, discarded.
The critical work of Hastings (1966), Glass (1967, 1968), Stake (1967a) and
Webb (1966) and his associates support EPIE's contention that help is coming.

Not tomorrow. And if gigantic financial support agencies don't help, not for
many days after tomorrow either.

-]

Evaluation is a bad word in several kingdoms. If the word "money'" can be
translated into "interest', "affection'' or "confidence", please check 'none of
the above' as your answer to the question, "What fascination, love or faith do
the money givers have for educational evaluation and evaluators?' Clearly they
misunderstand our message; or understand and disvalue it; or understand, value
and are about ready to give us a chance to develop and practice our instruments
and techniques to increase our usefulness to thosc who want to evaluate instruc-
tional materials.

Could it be that this evaluation conferencc is the first trickle of a new
wave of financial supmort about to engulf the educational community for the
exploration and conduct of evaluation activities? I'm about ready for a good
swim.
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THE EDUCATIONAL MODULATION CENTER

by Gary Adamson, Ed.D., Director
Educational Modulation Center, Olathe, Kansas

The Educational Modulation Center (IMC) concept is rclatively unknown
to the educational field. It is based on the premise that effective procedures
can be carried out to remediate learning problems in children. Its primary
emphasis is on the children since it is felt that this is the only feasible
way to contact thc scurce needed for improvement of education--the classroom
teacher. When teachers have a desire to assist students with specific learning
deficits, thcy may be instructed in clinical appraisal and systematic methods
for remediation. They can also be introduced to new techniques and materials.
Therefore, by working with the child and teacher simultancously to effect a

better program, futurc educational programs and teacher performance can be
improved.

There are two unique aspects to the Educational Modulation Center: the
nevwly designed educational team and the materials resource center. The cducational
team, composed primarily of educational members utilizing other services and
specialists as resources, was designed because: (1) In the past, school psycholo-
gists have been the primary referral source and final determiner of educational
services to teachers. This is considered to be a partially if not a totally
inappropriate activity. (2) It is morc appropricte to provide less expensive
but more knowledgeable teaching techniques and materials before referring to a
psychologist or other specialist for long-term, in-depth evaluation and diagnosis.

The materials resource center is a laboratory where materials and programs
are developed for remediation and where materials are analyzed for specific
remediatory functions.

The Educational Modulation Center is an Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) Title III Project and is a result of a planning grant in the year
1966-1967. The project has been funded for three years through the Office of
Education, Title III, to service 24 school districts in a three county area in
Kansas. The most expedicent description of the project is by delineating its
operationy! procedures.

Operation of the Program

Referrals arc made by teachers and cosigned by principals, although in
certain instances different channels have been established by school systems.
Since the basic concern is to provide services to children and to help teachers,

few referrals are initiated from outside thc school district. When a referral
is received by the Center, it is reviewed by the Director of EMC and appropriate
suggestions for its handling arc made. These include the following:

(1) Referral to Team Coordinator for processing through the educational
team.

(2) Referral for psychological evaluation in such cases where there is
an identification nced for special education.

e en
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(3) Reject the referral becausc it is inappropriate.

Becausc of the limitations of persomnel, the EMC has specified the type
of child to be worked with, but this could be readily expanded to all arcas
of exceptionality with additional staff. We have identified what we call the
forgotten child. This is the child having average or above average intelligence
but who is educationally rctarded by onc or more grade levels in one or more
subject areas, i.e. learning disabilities.

P T ~
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Educational Team Procedures

Approximately 80% of the referrals are handled by method and materials
consultant/teachers thereby allowing timec for allicd members of the team to
be more productive. In the past school psychologists spent much of their time
giving cvaluations to all referrcd children and by doing so grecatly hampered
their effectiveness as diagnosticians. Added time allows for a more appropriate
role for the school psychologist in intensive diagnosis, rescarch, consultation
and counseling to parcnts and children. When receiving a referral a methods and
materials consultant/teacher will visit the school. These visitations have
many purposes but primarily involve the teacher and the consultant in an attempt
to find immcdiate answers to the child's problems through methods and materials,
arrangement for specialized scrvices, behavior modification or other appropriate
activities. Another purpose is to study the child in-depth, as well as the
school to determine appropriate placements, resources and suggestions available
at the school. Through planning materials and explaining thesc to the teacher
and by showing the teacher how to manage this individualized program, the teacher
must indeed lecarn. Through this procedure, an individual or one-to-one in-service
program is carried out effectively. Since the child should not be removed from
the classroom until all else fails, it is important that thc methods and materials
consultant/teacher become quite familiar with the school and principal as well
as the child.

The methods and materials consultant/teachers study the child intensively
and try to effect educational remediaticn by using the methods and materials
and the knowledge of both the teacher and the methods and materials consultant.
If there are any factors affccting the child and his learning that are beyond
the scope of these individuals, referrals may be made within the team for intensive
psychological, audiological and family background workups. Thc methods and
materials consultant working with the teacher can either effect the procedures
suggested by these specialists or dectermine through informal meetings with them
other appropriate referrals to further sources such as neurological or physical
eXaminations.

If, after all thesc evaluations have becn made and little or no improve-
ment has been noted, a referral can be made to a diagnostic classroom. This
is a classroom used for intensive microscopic observation by methods and
materials consultant/teachers, psychologists, all other members of the EMC
staff, university staff, ctc. By experimentation with different kinds of
approaches with different materials, by using all kinds of media, therapists
and curriculum specialists, a child is provided in most cases with a program
which will adequately remediate his problem in the regular classroom. In
certain situations a direct referral will be made to special education classes
or to a residential treatment center if community services are lacking.
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When the staff and diagnostic tcacher are satisfied that a beneficial
program has been planned for the child, he is then returned to his regular
classroom. Before his return, the classroom teacher visits the diagnostic
Classroom for observation of the child and is given a '"packet' that has
been prepared by the tcam member consisting of lesson plans and materials
for the child upon his return. Continuous scrvice by the methods and materials
consultant/teacher is provided during the initial period of return; a periodic
follow-up service is also carried out.

Toward the end of the year, the child will be re-evaluated and his individual
program re-examined. If the program has not been as successful as anticipated,
then the child will attend a summer session to be taught by methods and materials
consultants, diagnostic teachers and psychologists. (Let's keep specialists
nonest.) In this sunmer diagnostic setting, the child will receive intensive
remediation and re-evaluation and his new tcacher for the next year will be
brought in before school starts for an explanation of the materials and procedures
planned for the child. Consequently, this provides for continuous follow-up,
re-evaluation and non-tcrmination of difficult cases. If at any time during the
next year, the child secms not to be progressing with the planned program, he
Can of course be re-admitted to the diagnostic classroom, for further experi-
mentation and program planning.

A few other important aspects should be mentioned which culminate and
solidify the functioning of the team. The first of these is the materials
laboratory which is based on the premise that learning materials can be adequately
broken down and analyzed to be used cffectively with various kinds of learning
problems. In this way, specific materials may be recommended to deal with a
specific problem after it has been diagnosed. The materials laboratory at
the EMC is divided into many arcas of curriculum. Reading, for cxample, can be
broken down into scveral sub-categories, and these sub-categories, such as phonics
can in turn be divided into even smaller units. These specifications must be
carried out further, making provisions for mental age, grade level or reading
level equivalents as well as for format (i.e. basal reader, transparency,
programmed material, etc.). The Modulation Center has developed a procedure

whereby appropriate materials can be quickly selected after diagnosis and be
made available to the child immediately.

’

Each piecc of material received by the center is examined in detail. This
is an objective examination accomplished by actually going through the material
and breaking it down into component parts. The specific information obtained
from this analysis is then coded and becomes the selective factor in the analysis
system. The specific analysis is supported by a narrative section providing
further general information concerning cach skill covered and descriptive
characteristics of the material. All cards in the analysis system are set up
for manual selection by key sort.

After a teacher has uscd material from the iab, she is requested to fill
out an evaluation card which is filed for the information of the EMC staff and
others who might possibly usc the material. A detailed description of evaluation
and analysis procedures, impossible in this brief outline, may be obtained by
writing the center.

A second important aspect is in-service training for teachers. Teachers
can become knowledgeable concerning methods and materials through one-to-one
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in-service instruction. But greater discovery and experimentation must be
provided and this can only be accomplished through training in large numbers.
In-service programs designed to instruct the tcacher in educational management,
application and location of new methods and materials including machines, media
and allied resources should all be provided.

A third element concerns rescarch in the classroom. We have known for
some time that teachers receive very little of the reinforcement that they
deserve. Curriculum directors, college professors, rescarch directors and super-
intendents have taken all the credit. Teachers have always been trying methods
and techniques and utilizing materials effectively. Although they have becn
doing these things in their classrooms, Polly down the hall has not known what
Sally was doing because Sally cither did not know how or was too modest to
research them and disscminate the results. :

Through this practical procedure called the Education Modulation Center
teachers can become clinical teachers, children having educational problems can
be helped and new methods and materials can be developed at the local school
level--yes, even at the classroom teacher level where it should be done.

For a long period of time, we have had at our disposal the ability to diagnose
a child's learning problem. This diagnosis has been done primarily by school
psychologists, and occasionally by classroom teachers, reading consultants,
and curriculum directors. Generally speaking, the school psychologists gave an
intellectual measure, a perceptual measure, and some individual standardized
achievement tests. The reading teacher generally looked at the child's reading
and how well he was comprehending, his reading rate and ability for word attack.
The curriculum director, using the standardized intelligence tests, suggested that
the child needed help in word study skills, language arts, artithmetic, etc.
Although all of these methods lack the precision needed for the adequate diagnosis
of educational problems, they have existed for a number of years and have become
the accepted way of evaluation.

Materials analysis is a process that has also existed for some length of time.
Materials have been examined to see how they might best be used, i.e., are they
appropriate for teaching a child phonics or for teaching a child about South
America? Although book companies, authors and other individuals have been asked
to analyze materials for their usefulness, the result has usually been a gross
analysis saying that this material is good for phonetic training or good for
this or that. We have never had specific analysis such as, "this material is
suitable for the training of beginning sounds from pages 1-12 and ending sounds,
page 14-16. This material teaches . through the method of overlearning and is
available in programmed form.'

Diagnosis is not new to the educational field and materials analysis has been
going on for several hundred years. What has been lacking is a way of putting
the two together. The key, then becomes how does one, based on a diagnosis,
prescribe individually and precisely to remediate a child's learning problem.

The EMC has taken ideas for retrieval of materials after they have been
analyzed from other organizations. Science Research Associates (SRA), for
example, uses a pick system as a way for their salesmen to select cards for
general titles and subject areas. We have taken this idea but refined it for
our own purposes so that the cards are broken down into very precise areas.
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The general area of phonics for example, is broken down into diphthongs, blends,

etc. This system allows for the immediate retrieval of a material after it
has been analyzed.

_However, after a material has been analyzed specifically and is easily
retrievable, other arecas must still be investigated. A material must be field-

tested to see if it really does what it is supposed to do in terms of remediating
specific disabilities.

To make the diagnosis of a child's problem more precise, the Modulation
Center 1s compiling a 'behavioral expectancy learning profile'". A diagnostic
instrument such as this is constructed by recording the child's behavior. Can
he add 1 and 1? Is he able to add three place numbers, to carry? Can he do
beginning sounds, ending sounds? On what level does he comprchend? How does
he best comprehend, visually, auditorially or both? If such information along
with the child's mental age can be accurately recorded, then by retrieving
previously analyzed and evaluated materials that are appropriate and specific
to his problem, the child receives an educational prescription.

After this has been accomplished, it is still necessary to ascertain whether
or not the material works successfully with the child. If it proves to be
successful, we have gained a record of how to use a specific material. If a
material does not work, a new program must be devised for the child. If it
proves to be successful, we have gained a record of how to use a specific material,
If a material does not work, a new program must be devised for the child. This is
perhaps the most important aspect. It is time in the field of education that we
become secure enough to say we are wrong; we need to realize that there are other

methods and programs for remediating a child's disability and be willing to use
these.

The concern then becomes how one is able to test the efficiency of this
procedure over the normal procedure of diagnosis, then hunting for some way to
remcdiate the child's problems by using a variety of materials to determine what
is appropriate. We have established a procedurc which when finally perfected
will allow us to evaluate the proficicncy of fitting materials and diagnosis
together.

Following the initial diagnosis. all diagnostic information is prepared
for data processing. The data is then analyzed via cluster analysis. In this
manner children with similar diagnostic profiles are clustered together. The
clustering of children with similar diagnostic profiles constitutes the diagnosis
of the specific type cf learning difficulty. It is recognized that this
procedire which is essentially a statistical diagnosis of a specific learning
disability, constitutes one way of defining learning disability and at the same
time considers numerous variables that may be associated with learning problems.
The evaluation of remedial materials procedures is based on the specific type
of learning disability as reflected by the profile analysis. The profile analysis
is the cluster analysis that is gained from the diagnostic initial information.
In this manner, the material and/or procedures is based on the specific type of
learning disability as reflected by the profile analysis. The profile analysis
is the cluster analysis that is gained from the diagnostic initial information.
In this manner, the material and/or procedurc for a given child and a given
cluster is evaluated as to appropriateness and applicability. For example,
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Adamson, page 6

a given piece of material may be used with children in several clusters. After
a given period of time the children are re-evaluated to determine if remediation
has becn successful. In other words, bascd on diagnosis, materials were
prescribed, these materinls must now be evaluated to check the validity of the
prescription for the diagnosis. It would be quite possible that children in
oae-cluster may make somewhat greater gains than children in other clusters.

If so, this would give some indication as to the appropriatecness of the material
for the various clusters. This does not imply that on the basis of one trial
all future children in the successful clusters will automatically be given the
same material, but instead it does mean that a given material could be re-evalu-
ated under markedly more rigid conditions. This indicates that if a specific
material has been tried with success then the likelihood of it being successful
again is probable. In summary, the process of diagnosis and cvaluation of
materials and all procedures may be based on the following steps: :

1. The child is evaluated by thec cducational team.

2. After the initial diagnosis of learning disability is obtained,
specific diagnosis of typc of disability is established via
cluster analysis placing children with similar disabilities together.

3. Evaluation of remedial procedures and the usc of materials is based on
the appropriate method and applicability of cluster.

Even though diagnosis and materials evaluation have been available for a
long period of time, few people except in a few scattered and isolated situations
have attempted to fit diagnosis of educational problems and prescription of
materials together to test the appropriateness or inappropriateness in prescribing
for children. Additional information may be obtained on cluster analysis by
writing Dr. Gary Hoeltke, c/o The Educational Modulation Center, 310 N. Marion,
Olathe, Kansas 66061 or Dr. Gary Adamson at the same address for any aspect of
the EMC.
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THE EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

by Floyd G. Hudson, Ed.D.
Assistant Professor, School of Education, University of Kansas
Associate Director, Educational Modulation Center, Olathe, Kansas

Based on past experience and observation we may conclude that educators,
in general, are guilty of selecting instructional materials based on "hearsay",
"intuition', "statements of the publishing company representative'', "‘pictures
in a catalog', display of materials at a favorite convention', etc., etc.
Conclusions may be drawn to infinity, but this does not change the behavior.

If educators were confronted with unscientific selection and use of
medicine by the medical profession, we would be quick to encourage the enactment
of control measures, cither from the governmental level or from within the

‘profession, yet as educators we perpetuate an act not allowed to others.

It is therefore imperative that as professional educators we serve as
safe-guards to the cducation profession. This may entail obtaining assistance
from other sources such as central and/or rcgional centers serving as clearing
houses for the collection and dissemination of information relative to instruc-
tional materials.

The emphasis at the Educational Modulation Center (EMC) in prescriptive
programming for children with learning problems necessitated the development
of a process through which the evaluation of instructional materials may take
place.

The systems of Materials Analysis: Criteria Establishment, and Evaluation
of Instructional Materials are based on current needs.

We have established a framework and are in an early stage of development.
Our functional importance is our level of practice: the 1lcvel of the child
within the classroom.

We try not to disappoint our colleagues, as we have not coined a new
"wverbiage' nor have we cast aside ideas from yesteryear, nor have we copyrighted
a new "'gimmick" in order to obtain federal funding.

We are confident that in order to improve the functioning of our materials

lab resources and to develop a useable prescriptive program, we must effect and
validate growth and change in the behavior of children.

!;-structional Materials Evaluation System

The Instructional Materials Evaluation System is best illustrated by
diagram #1. The diagnosis and prescriptive program arc dependent upon an
analysis of the (+) positive and (-) negative learning behaviors of the child
[IDENTIFIED BEHAVIORS] as well as analysis of instructional materials [MATERIALS
ANALYSIS]. 1In order to prescribe a program for the child with learning problems
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DIAGRAM #1
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Hudson, page 2

the materials must be analyzed as to their component parts and function.

It is important to kecp in mind that the analysis of materials, in and of
itself, does not substantiatc the effectiveness purperted by the author or
publisher. It is only from evaluation that this can be done.

Once this analysis of learning problems and materials is completed, the

diagnostician is concerned with the matching of one to the other. .A gross
example may be an identified wecakness in phonetic skills and the selection

of an instructional material stimulus, designed to elicit a response, which
will provide the desired behavioral change.

As can be readily ascertained, the evaluation of instructional materials
has as its initial focus the problem centercd on behavioral approach. The
identification of behavioral symptoms is done by the educational tecam (composed
primarily of educational mcembers utilizing other specialists and services as
resources) with the primary initial responsibility being held by the methods
and materials consultant/teacher (M § M). Information relative to diagnosis
g and prescriptive programming is recorded on Contact Report Forms, diagram #2,
each time a member of the educational team is in contact with the referred child.
The information rccorded serves as valuable material in the evaluation of the
prescribed program of which materials arc the most important element.

The evaluation of instructional materials must have as its basic criterion
from which we establish hypotheses and make certain assumptions relative to the
effectiveness or noneffectiveness of the material to do that task for which
it is intended. A system for materials analysis, which in effect establishes
a criterion for judging the merit of the material was developed early in the
project year by this writer and was cxpanded during the initial phase of the
project.

AR e A S A eI L 2P

Instructional Materials Analysis: Criteria Establishment
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The criteria for judging the merit of those materials are based on objective
data; thercfore we make our basic assumptions based on this kind of information
as presented by the author and/or publisher. If we take the published data and
make an interpretation of the material as to what we think it will do, we have
; then taken our criteria establishment out of objectivity and have both objective
g and subjective judgments, which is in effect a form of subjective evaluation.

; A Descriptive Analysis Worksheet has been developed for recording the descriptive
\ information relative to a particular instructional material. Diagram #3

i illustrates the format to be followed in recording this information. Diagrams

4, 5 and 6 illustratc completed analysis worksheets. (The fourth diagram is

a descriptive analysis of a series; #5 and #6 arc descriptive analyses of the
individual components of the series.)
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g Once a descriptive analysis has been completed this information is recorded
? onto the Descriptive Analysis Card, with discrimination areas designated for

é casy retrieval and for the matching of materials to learning problems. This

; analysis makes the usefulness of the materials readily apparent to the person

: desiring a particular instructional material.
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DIAGRAM #2
Referral No.

EDUCATIONAL MODULATION CENTER
CONTACT REPORT NO.

Student: M F Grade: Date:

Teacher: School: Dist: Area:

(1) Conferences: Teacher ( ) Admin. () " Parent () Other:

(2) Student Observation:

(3) Diagnostic Evaluation: (test(s))

Observations:

(4) Remediation: (Materials)

(5) Remediation: (Techniques)

(6) Summary Notes:

(7) Dispensation: Contact Continuing Contact Terminated

(8) Contact Schedule:

(9) Use Reverse Side: (Yes) (No)

Methods and ilaterials Consultant

EMC/67/600
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Hudson, page 3

The illustrations uscd here deal specifically with one particular
instructional area (READING). Diagram #7 illustrates the Materials Analysis
Guide Card: Recading. Diagram #8 illustrates thc Problem and Format Card:

Reading (Phonics). Diagrams #9, 10 and 11 illustratc the rccorded Descriptive
Analysis Card: Reading (Phonics), for the scries as well as cach of the component
parts of the scries. It becomes readily apparent to the teacher the usefulness - ;
of such a system as individual programs arc being developed for children. Cards ]
are prepared for cach piece of instructional material and placed into corres- :
ponding files for easy retrieval. As we become larger in volume, the system
should be placed into a computerized program for easy retrieval.

Instructional Materials LEvaluation: Types

The evaluation of instructional materials at the EMC can best be described 3
by this illustration denoting the three major forms. (Diagram #12) The 1
selection of a specific type will depend not upon the needs and personnel to
carry out this function; but upon the particular materials selected for evaluation.

The first type is that of Opinion. This form of evaluation is subjective
in nature, although it is relatively inexpensive and more expedient.

The format developed for Opinion evaluation is partially structured in
order to reduce the subjective nature of the rcsults. Reliability becomes
apparent by replication of this form of evaluation by each-teacher who uses it,
thereby developing more objective evaluation results. Diagram #13 illustrates
the Materials Evaluation Form currently in use at the BMC.

The Opinion Evaluation is obtained from these possible sources:

(1) Classroom Teachers: The instructional materials at the EMC are
available to teachers on a loan basis for usc in the classroom
and/or any other professional reason. Once a teacher has had this
opportunity we ask that they evaluatc the material (see Diagram #13).

(2) BMC Staff: Each member of the Educational Team charged with the
responsibility of prescriptive programming for children completes
an cvaluation of materials form based on the results from their use
in the child's program.

(3) Interns: Students assigned to the BEMC as a part of their practicum
requirements are asked to complete cvaluations based on their profes-
sional interpretation ar any special uses made of the material
during their internship.

(4) Authors and/or Publishers: This information is derived from the
promotional literature.

(5) Other: This might well be a committee or panel of professional
personnel appointed specifically for this purposc.

Quantification Evaluation is the second type of cvaluation carried out at
the EMC, Quantification of spccific characteristics of instructional materials
is for thc most part objective but may become subjective depending upon the




DIAGRAM #3
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS CARD

(worksheet)
SHELF NO. READING LEVEL (Publishers)
FORMAT NO. READABILITY CHECK
PROBLEM NO. MENTAL AGE
MAJOR AREA(s)
SUB-CATEGORY
TITLE

Titles within series: (List reading levels beside titles)

AUTHOR

PUBLISHER

COPYRIGHT

SPECIFIC CONTENT ANALYSIS:

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS SECTION:

I. General statement of what author or publisher says material is designed to do.
2. Amount of coverage on various skills taught. Be as exact as possible.

3. How does the author present his lessons or material.
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4. How much teacher time is involved?
5. Size of group for optimal use

6. Time element

7. Manipulation of matérials

8. Accompanying Apparatus

9. Illustrations

10. Paper and Printing

11. Manual

12. Suggestions

13. Correlated material_s

DIAGRAM #3 cont.
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DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS CARD

(worksheet)
Phonically
SHELF NO. PH1-PH1.5 READING LEVEL (Publishers) Graded
FORMAT NO. A, B READABILITY CHECK
PROBLEM NO. 18 MENTAL AGE 6.5-9.5
MAJOR AREA(S) Reading
SUB-CATEGORY Phonics
TITLE The Easy Road to Reading Improvement _(Series)

Titles within series: (List reading levels beside titles)

Pat, Lad and the Sleepy Pig
Rednose the Elf

AUTHOR Guilano, William

PUBLISHER  Marand Publishing Company

COPYRIGHT 1960

SPECIFIC CONTENT ANALYSIS:
18-Series
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS SECTION:
1. General statement of what author or publisher says material is designed to do.

The Easy Road to Reading Improvement consists of two readers with
accompanying workbooks. Words containing consonants and long vowels
are used predominantly in the first stories. A few non-phonetic
words are presented. The author intends his material to be used
with elementary school age children who wish to improve their

reading skills.
2. Amount of coverage on various skills taught. Be as exact as possible.

Words containing new phonic elements are introduced every five to
fourteen pages. Each of the 461 basic words is used on at least 8
different pages of the reader and on at least five pages of the
corresponding workbook.

3. How does the author present his lessons or material.

Workbooks accompanying the readers contain the same basic words and
phonic elements in corresponding units. The child first does a unit
in the workbook before he reads the corresponding unit in the reader.
New words are first taught as sight words. Through the use of games
and exercises the words are then analyzed phonically.

T ARy W 7 . e hi 2wy e




DIAGRAM #4 Cont.

‘4. How much teacher time is involved?

This material does require close teacher direction. A large percent
of the material requires active participation of the teacher. Some
workbook pages can be completed independently of the teacher after
proper instruction.

5. Size of group for optimal use

This material lends itself particularly weil to individual or small
group work, although it could be used with large groups.

6. Time element

It is easily used in the time usually allowed for a reading program
or in even smaller time blocks.

7. Manipulation of materials

AR T e Ly

8. Accompanying Apparatus

SR R £

9. Illustrations

Illustrations in the reader are colored, simple drawings with

: little detail. They appear either at the top or bottom of the
page to allow for an even flow of print across the page. Workbook
illustrations are simple sketches making use of a small amount

1 of neutral colors.
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10. Paper and Printing
The paper is a non-gloss with large print.
11. Manual

There are two separate manuals. One is written for educators and
a less complicated edition is provided for parents and laymen.

12. Suggestions

Since this series relies heavily on the skills of structure and
configuration it would probably be best used with children who have
good visual retention and recall. Children having difficulty in

this area would possibly have their reading problem complicated through
! jinitial use of this series in remediation. Because of the use of

the basic Dolch sight words, books utilizing these words in

abundance would be good follow-up materials.

13. Correlated materials

Consonant Pictures for Peg Boards




DIAGRAM #5

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS CARD

(worksheet)
Phonically
SHELF NO. PH1.2 - PH1.3 READING LEVEL (Publishers) Graded
FORMAT NO. A, B READABILITY CHECK
PROBLEM NO. 2,3,4,6,7,8,9, 14,15,20 MENTAL AGE 6.5 - 9.5

MAJOR AREA(s)_ Reading

SUB-CATEGORY Phonics

TITLE Rednose the Elf

Titles within" series: (List reading levels beside titles)

Pat, Lad and the Sleepy Pig, (Easy Road to Reading Improvement Series)

AUTHOR  Guiliano, William

PUBLISHER __Marand Publishing Company

COPYRIGHT 1960

SPECIFIC CONTENT ANALYSIS:

2 - Initial Consonant 7 - Diphthongs 20 - Rhyming
3 - Long Vowel 8 - Endings

4 - Short Vowel 9 - Blends

6 - Digraphs 12 - Silent letters

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS SECTION:
1. General statement of what author or publisher says material is designed to do.

The author intends his material to be used with elementary school age
3 children who wish to improve their reading skilis. Rednose the Elf
1 presents 279 new words beyond those used in the A reader of this set.

2. Amount of coverage on various skills taught. Be as exact as possible.

Four pages of U.(1) deal with long and short vowels. Two pages on
rhyming. The digraph th is also introduced. In U. (2) the letter lh
e is introduced for the First time. About a third of the unit is diphthong
~+ -work, the rest digraphs and blends. U.(3) is on blends, endings and
: more complicated work in approximately equal number. In U.(4)
] the primary emphasis is on blends, although much review material is in-
cluded. All work in unit five is a review of previous work except for
S he presentation of x. Most review is concerned with word families.
Unit (6) also follows a review pattern but introduces the letter z
and the ook sound. Unit (7) presents the qu and deals with ir, er, and ur
sounds. _The new work in Unit (8) deals with or, au, ew sounds on four
pages. Each unit contains an Orphan and Lost Words section (non-phonetic
words) and a Let's Have Fun Section which utilizes new learnings.
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DIAGRAM #5 cont.
-2-

How does the author present his lessons or material.

workbooks accompanying the rcaders contain the same basic words and
phonic elements in corresponding units. The child first does a unit
in the workbook before he reads the corresponding unit in the reader.
New words are first taught as sight words. Through use of games and
exercises the words are then analyzed phonically.

How much teacher time 1is involved?

This material does require close teacher direction. A large percent
of the material requires active participation of the teacher. ‘ime
workbook pages can be completed independently of the teacher atcer

proper instruction.

5. Size of group for optimal use

This material lends itself particularly well to individual or small
group work, although it could be used with large groups.

6. Time element

It is easily used in the time usually allowed for a reading program
or in even smaller time blocks.

7. Manipulation of materials

8. Accompanying Apparatus

9. Illustrations

Illustrations in the reader are colored, simple drawings with little
detail. They appear either at the top or bottom of the page to allow
for an even flow of print across the page. Workbook illustrations are
simple sketches making use of a small amount of neutral colors.

10. Paper and Printing

The paper is a non-gloss with large print.

11. Manual

There are two separate manuals. One is written for educators and
a less complicated edition is provided for parents and laymen.

1?. Suggestions

Since this series relies heavily on the skills of structure and
configuration it would probably be best used with children who have
good visual retention and recall.

13. Correlated materials

Consonant Pictures for Peg Boards
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DIAGRAM #6
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS CARD

(worksheet)
Phonically
. SHELF NO. PH1.1 - PH1.2 READING LEVEL (Publishers) Graded
. FORMAT NO. A, B READABILITY CHECK
- PROBLEM NO.  2,8,9,.2,.9,20,21 MENTAL AGE 6.5 - 9.5
~ MAJOR AREA(s) Reading
*  SUB-CATEGORY Phonics ;
. TITLE Pat, Lad and the Sleepy Pig

- Titles within series: (List reading levels beside titles)

S b iR, s 3 Lo da

Rednose the E1f (Easy Road to Reading Series)

. AUTHOR Guiliano, William

[ PUBLISHER __ Marand Publishing Company

COPYRIGHT __ 1960

SPECIFIC CONTENT ANALYSIS:

Sound - Symbol 1itching 21

: Initial C. -2 Silent Letters - 12
Endings - 8 Discrimination - 19
1 Blends - 9 Rhyming - 20

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS SECTION:
1. General statement of what author or publisher says material is designed to do.

The author designed his material to be used with the elcmentary school
age child who needs to improve his reading skills.

. 2. Amount of coverage on various skills taught. Be as exact as possible.

Pat, Lad and the Sleepy Pig reader contains 182 basic words. The workbook
uses some extra words which are almost exactly like the basic words.

The workbook is divided into (8) umnits. Unit one devotes 10 of its work
pages to initial consonant-consonant work. Three worksheets on (s) endings
are included. Also work on rhyming, blends, and irregular words.

U.(2) devotes about a third to consonant work, a third to sound-symbol
matching, and the rest to introductory work on long-short a. U.(4)

is devoted almost entirely to work with short vowels. U.(5) and (6) is
almost all review with some emphasis on er and ing endings. Unit (7)
primarily short vowel work, although new blends are also presented on

(3) worksheets. The last unit is review, but does present the y as

in piggy and the ee/ea combination.




) DIAGRAM 6 cont.

* 3, How does the author present his lessons of material. .

Every word in every exercise is to be read aloud by the child. Each
workbook unit begins with two or three pages which teach thc words to be used
in the unit. Also included in each workbook unit are two sections called
"orphan" and 'Lost Words" and "Let's Have Fun". These are games which

utilize the skills previously presented in each unit.

4, How much teacher time is involved?

This material can be used for any number of children although it lends
itself particularly well to individusl or small group work and may be

used in varying time blocks.

5. Size of group for optimal use

6. Time Element

7. Manipulation of materials

8. Accompanying Apparatus 5

9., Illustrations

I1lustrations in the reader are colored, simple drawings with little
detail. They appear either at the top or bottom of the page to allow for
an even flow of print across the page. Workbook illustrations are simple

sketches making use of a small amount of ncutral colors.

10. Paper and Printing

The paper is a non-gloss with large print.

11. Manual

;: There are two separate manuals. One is written for educators and a less
‘ complicated edition is provided for parents and laymen.

12. Suggestions

Since this series relies heavily on the skills of structure and configuration
" it would probably be best used with children who have good visual retantion
and recall. Children having difficulty in this area would possibly have

: their reading problem complicated through initial use of this series in
remediation. Because of the use of the basic Dolch sight words, books

utilizing these words in abundance would be good tollow-up materials.

f 13. Correlated materials

Consonant Pictures for Peg Boards
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DIAGRAM #7

MATERIALS ANALYSIS GUIDE CARD: READING

Basal 23,
Remedial 24,

Phonics 25.°

Individual ized 26.
Linguistics

Readiness

Vocabulary

Literature

Study Skills

g . Hi-Interest Low=Voc.
1. Reading-Language Dev.
I2. Speech-Language Dev.

)

3. Word Analysis

|14. Comprehension
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DIAGRAM #8

Bieeseess

PROBLEM AND FORMAT CARD: READING (PHONICS)
I. Sound Discrimination A. Workbook
2. Initiai Consonants B. Textbook
3. Long Vowels C. Tape
4 4, Short Vowels D. Transparency
9
! 5. Rules E. Filmstrip
= 6. Digraphs F. Slide
' 7. Diphthongs G. Duplicated
8. Endings H. Prepared Cards
9. Blends |. Games
: 0. Regular Double J. Charts
5 Vowels
é K. Phonetic Reader
' Ii. Irregular Double
E Vowels L. Programmed
? 12. Silent Letters M. Complete Phonetic
: Program
g I13. Generai Coverage
: N. inventory
g 14.
§ 0. Diagnostic Test
2 15,
§ P. Record
§ 16.
: Q.
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?
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SHELF NO.  PHI=-PHI .5 R.L. Phonical ly Graded

FORMAT A,B Check

PROBLEM NO. |18 M.A. 6.5 - 9.5

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS CARD: Readi.~ (Phonics)

TITLE: Easy Road to Reading Improvement (Series)
AUTHOR: Guiliano, Wil liam
PUBLISHER: Marand Publishing Co., Inc.

DESCRIPTION: The Easy Road to Reading Improvement consists of two
readers with accompanying workbooks. Words containing consonants
and long vowels are used predominantly in the first stories. A
few non-phonetic words are presented. The author intends his
material to e used with elementary school children who wish

to improve their reading skills. Words with new phonic elements
are infroduced every 5 fo 15 pages. Each of the 46| basic words

is used on at least 8 pages of the reader and on at least 5

pages of the corresponding workbook. . Workbooks accompanying the
readers contain the same basic words and phonic elements in
corresponding units. Child first does a unit in workbook, then
corresponding unit in the reader. New words are first ‘faught as
sight words. Requires close teacher direction, although some
workbook pages can be completed independently of the teacher after
proper inftroduction. Lends itself very well to individual or small
group work and can be used in varying amounts of time units.

|l lustrations in the reader are colored, simple drawings. They
appear either at the top or bottom of the page to allow for an even
flow of print across the page. Workbook illustrations are simple
sketches making use of a smali amount of neutral coloring. The
print is large on non-gloss paper. There are two separate manuals.
One is written for educators and a less complicated edition is
provided for parents and laymen.

METHODOLOGY:  "Over-learning" Card No. 3
REFERENCES:  Albert Harris and Edward Thorndike
EVALUATION: 5 _
CORRELATED MATERIAL:__Consonant Pic. for Peg Boards
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DIAGRAM #10 1

' |
0.09000000000000000009,0000,

@)
SHELF NO.
%:} FORMAT A, B Check

PHI.| = PHI.2 R.L. Phonically Graded

CORRELATED MATERTAL: — Consonant Pic. for Peg Boards

| r—gl
{@) PROBLEM NO. 2,8,9,.2,.9,20,2| M.A. __ 6.5 = 9.5
(‘] DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS CARD: Reading (Phonics)
{‘1 TITLE: Pat, Lad and the Sleepy Pig
(@) AUTHOR:  Guilfano, William
m PUBLISHER: Marand Publishing Co., Inc.
L‘] DESCRIPTION: Pat, Lad and the Sleepy Pig reader contains 182 basic
= words. The workbook uses some extra words which are almost exactly
I‘ |l ike the basic words. The workbook is divided into (8) units.
U.(1) devotes 10 of its pages to initial consonant-consonant work.
‘] Three worksheets on (s) endings are included. Also work on rhyming, ‘&
blends, and irregular words. U.(2) is about a third coisonant work,
third sound - symbol ma'rchmg, and the rest inftroductory work on
{.J long-short a. U.(4) is devoted almost entirely to work with short
; vowels. U.(5) and (6) is almost all review with some emphasis on :
m er and ing endings. Unit (7) is primarily short vowel work,
; .] alfhough new blends are also presented on 3 worksheets. The last
unit is review, but does present the y as in piggy and the ee/ea .
.] combination. Every word in every exercise is to be read aloud by
the child. Each workboolk unit begins by two or three pages which
. . teach the words to be used in the unit. Also included in each
j ‘] workbook unit are two sections called Qrphan and Lost Words and
' Let's Have Fun. These are games which utilize the skills previously
presented in' each unit. |llustrations in the reader are colored
j .] simple drawings. They appear either at the top or across the
_ bottom of the page to allow for an even flow of print across the
- .] page. Workbook illustrations are simpie sketches making use of a .
’ smal | amount of neutral colors. The print is large on non-gloss ‘
[, paper. . '
METHODOLOGY:  "Over-learning" Card No. 3
REFERENCES: Albert Harris and Edward Thorndike
EVALUATION: 5
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DIAGRAM #11

SHELF NO. PH.2 - PHI.3 R.L. Phonically Graded
FORMAT A, B Check

2,4,4 6,7,8,9,
PROBLEM NO. 14,15, 20 M.A. 6.5 - 9.5
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS CARD: Reading (Phonics)

TITLE:
AUTHOR:

Rednose the EIlf
Guiliano, William
PUBLISHER: Marand Publishing Company

DESCRIPTION: Rednose the Elf presents 279 new words beyond those
used in the A reader of this set. Four pages of Unit (1) deal with
long and short vowels. Two pages on rhyming. Digraph th is also
intfroduced. In U. (2) the letter J is introduced for the first
time. About a third of the unit is dipthong work, the rest
digraphs and blends. U. (3) is on blends, endings and more
comp | icated diphthong work, in approximately equal number. In

U. (4) the primary emphasis is on blends, although much review
material is included. All work in U. (5) is a review of

previous work except for the x. Most review is concerned with
word families. U. (6) also follows a review pattern but intro-
ducesthe letter z and the ook sound. U. (7) presents the qu

and deals with ir, er, and ur sounds.
deals with the or, au, ew, ou sounds.

The new work in U. (8)
Workbooks accompanying

the readers contain the rest basic words and phonic elements

in corresoonding units. This material does require close teacher
direction. A large percent of the material requires active
participation of the teacher. This material lends itself particu-
larly well to individual or small group work. It is easily used
in the time usually allowed for a reading program or in even

smal ler time blocks.

METHODOLOGY:
REFERENCES:
EVALUATION: _
CORRELATED MATERIAL: Consonant Pic. for Peg Boards

"Over-learning" Card No. 3
Albert Harris and Edward Thorndike

Bl TSP

R PR YN TS



DIAGRAM #12

SNOILVNIVA3 [*3o59fqo % °fqns] Q3IXIW
FONNNNNN SNOILVNTIVA3 3A1LD3r90
SNOILYNIVAI 3AILI3ALEANS

Ad01Vd08Y1 WO0Y¥SSY1D

(s)aoyany/adustiqnd
Su4dj U]

[teroeds-4au3p] (P
sdaayoeal owag (°
saayoea] o13souberg (q
sjuejnsuo)y (e

334031S JW3 °¢
saayoea}

[48430] 9
asysiiqnd °§
(s)aouany 4

SuJ43qu] °¢
334038 IWI ¢ :
sdayoseal | i

9
Jaysiiqnd ‘¥
(s)aoyny °¢

SuUJ4djuU] °2
43035 W3 "I

el SN

:Y\\wv\.\ i
z 01N ~ a o

\\.\\\ ol /

\

B T e v e e W T e ‘
S3dAL :NOILYNIYAI STV 7 LLYW TYNOILINYLSNI I W 3




DIAGRAM # 13

(uterdxg) suoseax uo:ao.

*qewro 03 asuodsax SATIESSoU PAITQTUXS JUSpPMIS

*3INDTFFIP 003 Sem TAAST Burpesy

ST JOUDed]1 yonu ool Yool ‘*Ar3uspusdopul asn jou pInod Juspnis

(A1dde 3ey3 9soyi }osyy) ‘osn BUTNUTIUODSTP UT JULIIOUT SIoM SIOIDEF Ieyy (TnFssooons jou JI a3arduo))

vvﬂ

;uoTjejussaxd Jo poylsu Io TeIISIew TRUTSTIO Syl AFTpow nOA PTP MOH

AL31oads:xay3o

(Z1-T *dd €°a°1) (do131oads og) ;posn seMm TeTIajeul Yl JO yodnul MOH

sdep ST sdep g Lep T

anreAa
anyeA ou aT33T]

;posn Teriajeul sem auwrl jo poraad IBYM I0j

ydray  nydiay Tnydray
A1o30X0pOU Axon  ATowaxixs

JUOTIRTIpAUSI UT SUIPTE UT TBTISJBUW SBM SATIDDIIS MOH

(Ingssodons sem [eraajeul JT 93o7dwod)

pa1doTes seM TerJolew YdTym o3 usrqoxd a3eis A[jstag

TVIYILVIN

P9179T8S SeM TRTIAlBU YOTYMm JOF WSTqOxd

juoukordwe jo adeld

ajeq

UoT11S0d aureN

WJOJ NOIIVATVAS STVIYILVIN

Rl I S I




- f3ataea f3atxea A3atxea A3atxea f3atxea
5 ON 913311 a3enbapy Jea1n pajIuTuf
O
L p)
—4
* S9TITATIOR
ajetadoaddeur a1qe3Ins ajerxdoxdde
paxajjyo 3sou 8utxazjo Jsout anTeA 3jeaad
m SUON pa1ajjo Mo a3enbapy paicijo Auey Auep
arqedtydde 30N mo1 Axap MOT usty ysty Axop
PSTTOXIUOD Pa1T0X3U0D PSTTOIIU0D PoITOI3UO0D POTTOI3U0D
11004 Ap1ted A193enbapy TI9M ATy3IH
paziuedxo paztuedxo poztuedao poztuedao paztuedao
A13004 A1ateq A193enbapy TIoM ATuysty
arqeortdde . SATIORBIJIE
JON OAIIOBIIIRUN 93enbopy Surreaddy ATy31H
paaoxdurr
jxede SurrtreJ 9q pInNod
arqeot1dde Sur8eyoed SurSexoed SurSexoed SurSexoed
0N JOOd 118 93enbapy Apanig
paaoxdurt
9q pINod
arqedt1dde f311IqRaINnp arqeanp arqeanp
JON 1004 A1ateq a3enbopy ATy31Y

T R N TV I T O P T

pajuasaxd
spoyjoll TeuoTIdNIISUT
JOo L3o1xep

S9T3TATIOY Tejuswarddng

s3dsouod maou Jaquny

10x3U0) Arernqedop

uotr3eZTUERsIQ

v

INTINOS

soueaeaddy TeISUYY °C

Teta3en Jo Surdexoeq °7

Tetxale Jo L3TTiqeanqg °1

S103dSv TVOISAHd

o st e R




DIAGRAM # 13 Cont.

......

OM] UWMTOD JO W0}10q UO SPUT ISACD

sput
A13uspuadsput
Sutuur8aq 9yl s93a1duiod
UT papasau juapnls sowt3 TIe 31e
UOTIOITP UOTIOAITP UOTIOITP ‘pasnpoajut PoO3SaIIP
I9yoed]) ON  Joydeal 9a13I3TI] J9Yyded] JU0S JI9YdB9L Iayoeal
anfeA
ST31TT JO
anTeA oN ¢ 93o1dwoduy odesn anTeA 3eaxd
srqerteAe a3oTdwodut ‘paziuedioun InFssaodons ajoT™H
SUON UoTjeZTURSIC ON JBYMAOS 103 _93enbapy ‘pazt .
asn ut
STqIXSTF sdnox3 sdnoa8
A1ysSty - adxeq 1TeUS sited STENPIATPUT
£3103dg :19Y30 Y3y -1g
), |
Y3ty -1p 9-G-t c-2-1 I-X "yos-ald
A3100ds :aay30 ysSty °aIs
YSIH “If 9-S-¢ ¢-Z-1 I-X *yds-ald

JUIUWSATOAUT I3YIeI], °§

opm8 s,19yoedL Y

YITM SATIOOFFT °€

s/ToA9T

1so19juT pajewrisy 2

s/T9AST TBUOTIONAISUIL
pojeurtasy °1

ALITIEVSH)

B T A S T P T Y T T SR T T T R, S T o T TRy Ry TN Y

B e L R




Hudson, page 4

standards by which one makes a judgement.

Quantification may include such characteristics as:

(1) Readability Levels (6) Print Size
(2) Sentence Length (7) Color Use
(3) Vocabulary Control (8) Paper Quality
(4) Interest Load (9) Layout.Quality
(5) Graded Level Placements (10) Durability

The problem faced in this form of evaluation is the development of standards %
or formula against which an objective determination can be made. :

True, many publishers present this information in their informational
literature, but it is generally scant and seldom derived from uniform procedures.
An example of the most predominant irregularity is that of readability place- 1
ments for books described as 'High Interest-Low Vocabulary'. 3

The important consideration to be made relative to quantification is the
determination of "what to quantify''. This can best be decided based on the
needs of those using the materials.

Dl Rl gt ~

Quantification may be done by any number of personnel, but at the EMC 3
it is most often carried out by the staff and by interns fulfilling practicum ;
requirements. ;

The third type of evaluation in use at the EMC is Field Research. :
Field Research, as we use the tem, has become a more inclusive term than would 3
probably be assigned by others, but we place into this category the evaluation
of materials as it is reflected by the change in the child's behavior.

This form of evaluation is generally more time consuming and more costly
than other forms. The design of this type of evaluation requires a more
stringent control of operational variables, but it contributes more precise
results as well as more easily generalized results. This type of evaluation
may be done by the teacher in the classroom, the Methods and Materials Consul-
tant/Teacher or others depending upon the purpose of the evaluation.

It is from this form of evaluation of materials that we will gain our
most valuable information for prescription writing and programming for children.

As a "side benefit'' we see teachers who have become involved in research
and evaluation becoming more objective and precisé in their teaching as well
as being able to make more informed decisions concerning the sclection of materials
in the future.

Once the evaluation is completed the data is recorded appropriately onto
a card system for dissemination purposes. At the same time, the original
Descriptive Analysis Card takes on the corresponding evaluation mumbers. These
numbers refer to an evaluation card which becomes our 'prescription bank'.

As you can see, we have in effect strengthened our prescriptive program
and our knowledge about instructional materials.




EVALUATION PROCEDURES IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOLS

by Richard L. Darling, Ph. D.
Director, Department of Instruciional Materials
Montgomery County Schools, Rockville, Maryland

A scant six years ago in the Montgomery County Public Schools there were
no procedures for evaluation of instructional materials. Perhaps this is an
extreme statement, but it is true in the sense that therc was no organized
and systematic program to identify the best materials to support the county
curriculun. No doubt individual schools, within the limitations of their
staffs, made a valiant effort. But even then, the number of items of instruc-
tional materials appearing on the market made it impossible for a single
teacher or even a single school to cxamine and evaluate all of the potentially
useful materials available.

In 1962 a comnittee called the Superintendent's Advisory Committee on
Instructional Materials recommended that a program be initiated. Here are
portions of their report.

Instructional materials are those items which are designed
to impart information to the learner in the teaching-learning
process. A wide variety of instructional materials is essential
for the best instruction. Instructicnal materials may be con-
sumable or expendable but are generally non-consumable and fairly
durable, such as books of various sorts, charts, films, filmstrips,
globes, maps, models, magazines, newspapers, pictures, recordings,
program materials, slides, specimens, transparencies, workbooks,
etc.

Second, the most important objective in all evaluation
procedures is to locate and make available for teachers and
pupils the most suitable materials that can be found in the
various subject areas.

Third, materials should be evaluated by those who are to use
them. Group evaluations are generally preferable to individual
evaluations. Evaluations are best when they are based upon the
actual experience of using the materials in a teaching-lear.cing
situation. Instructional materials should be considered in terms
of the total curriculum and should be closely coordinated with
curriculum revision to assure current and-suitable materials.

Fourth, general criteria to be appliced when evaluating all
types of instructional materials are: appropriatecness to a
particular curriculum, appropriateness to a particular grade level,
authenticity, contribution to learning, quality, good valuec in
terms of purchase price. The above criteria are also to be applied
when evaluating free or inexpensive materials. In addition, the
following items must also be considered when cvaluating instructional
materials: characteristics of students relative to their interests,
attitudes, experiences, knowledge and skills, the learning pattern
which will be most beneficial for the students, the total curriculum
of the Mcatgomery County Public Schools and the specific educational
goals of the Montgomery County Public Schools.
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Darling, page Z

‘ As a result of this report, the review and evaluation program was set up
k within the department of instructional materials, which included other
instructional materials operations as well: supervision of the instructional
materials progiams within the individual schools of the district; a county
central instructional materials center, largely a center for inventory of 16
millimeter films and other materials appropriate for central office holdings;

a processing center to process library books and other instructional materials;
and production facilities for producing new materials.

D A e A

The first step after the decision had been made to create this service
was to establish firm critwria for the evaluation of materials. As a result
of a cooperative efrort 2mong the departments of supervision and curriculum
development, the departmant of instructional materials, teachers from the
classrooms, principals and others, the criteria and procedures were est:*lished
and published in a document called "Review and Evaluation Procedures for Text-
books and Instructional Materials.'" This document has gone through several
revisions and is distributed in each edition to every teacher, librarian and
other educator within the school system. The basis of our program, taking the
principles set down by the original advisorv committee, is that group evaluation
is better than individual evaluation, and as a result, committees were set up
to do the bulk of the evaluating of the various instructional materials. There
are approximately sixty committees. They are organized by subject and by level.

For example, there is an elementary mathematics evaluation committee, a
secondary mathematics evaluation committee; there is a .andergarten through
third grade social studies committee, a grade four through six social studies
committee. On the secondary level there are committees which devote their
efforts to evaluation of materials in specific subjects: a geography committee,
an American history committee, and so on.

These committees are made up largely of tecachers who volunteer for this
service. The Division of Review and Evaluation secures volunteers by public
announce;: :nt and by asking supervisors, principals and area directors within
the system to recommend teachers to serve on these committees. The majority
of the members of every committee must be classroom based or school based
teachers and the chairman, who is elected by the members, must be a school
based teacher. Others who serve on the committees are supervisors in the
appropriate subject, librarians, counselors, and some administrators.

The function of the committees is to review and evaluate all of the materials
of instruction in the subject at the level at which they work. From their
evaluation activities decisions are madc as to what materials shall be purchased
for the central inventory and/or what materials will be recommended for school
purchase. They meet monthly or more frequently, and a schedule is posted on a
reguler basis in the Division of Review and Evaluation. When the committees
come in to evaluate materials they find the materials waiting for them and the
necessary equipment therec so that they may devote their total effort to the
professional task of cvaluating materials. Some materials are evaluated on the
spot, others, particularly printed materials, are taken away to be evaluated
individually, but the committees come back together to discuss the materials
and to arrive at final conclusions concerning them.

e
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Textbooks and programmed materials require six signatures to be approved;
all others require only three and do not require the signature of the subject
supervisor. In addition to the volunteer program which I have just described,
(and these committees meet ordinarily after the end of classes on school days)
we have a summer program. In Montgomery County Schools 25% of all the professgional
staff work on a twelve month assignment. During the summer months we have full
time committees working on the bulk of the subject areas, devoting either full
or part time to the evaluation of materials through the summer. This program,
in a sense is not voluntary, because the teachers are being paid to devote their
full efforts to the evaluation of materials.

There is one exception which I must mention, to this committee procedure:
this relates to trade books. The volume of publication of trade books is so
great in any one year that the committees in most subject areas, though not all,
are unable to handle the full volume of publications. Therefore, with trade
books, we provide for individual evaluation by individuals within the total
professional staff of the system, and cven provide a combination where one or
two professional evaluations from within the system may be coupled with vae or
two professional evaluations from journals to provide us with the three
approving signatures that we require.

This brings me to the Division of Reviecw and Evaluation itself. Having
said that the evaluation is done by committees and other individuals in the
professional staff of the system, I have indicated that the staff of the
Division of Review and Evaluation does not, in itself, do the reviewing. On the
contrary, this staff is much too small to hope to encompass the reviewing job
to be done. Instead, it is a coordinating staff responsible for the logistics
operations in connection with the entire review and evaluation procedure.

A major job of the Division staff is securing materials. They must bring
in the materials which committees and individuals will evaluate. They have been
averaging for the last four years, thirty thousand items of instructional
materials per year. They come in through various ways: automatic samplings
from textbook and trade publishers and from some producers of audio-visual
materials; the staff may request materials which have been requested in turn
by members of the staff of the school system; any member of the professional
staff of Montgomery County Public Schools may ask that we bring materials in
for evaluation. These requests are given top priority in the entire process.
The other way in which the staff gets materials is by meeting with vendors,

discussing with them new products, and requesting directly that their new
materials be sent in to be evaluated by our staff.

Another function of the Division of Review and Evaluation is coordinating
the committee work. I guess I left out the first one: it is organizing the
committees. They bring materials before the committees, they schedule the
meetings of the committees, and for some types of materials, they make an attempt
to bring all the materials of that type together at one time. A good example
of that is the map and globe evaluation, which is a onc-shot activity in review
done just once a year. They bring seventy to one hundred maps and globes
together, and that, I believe is something that no teacher and no school could
possibly do for itself.

Still another function of the Division of Review and Evaluation is the
dissemination of its information. This is done, of course, on an informal basis

AN AN i, RN, e




barling, page 4

as teachers and librarians come to the Review and Evaluation Division or phone
in or write memorandums requesting information; but it is done in a systematic
way through the issuiig of lists. The division issues four lists annually:

the map and globe list (which reflects the activity performed in that once a
year evaluation of maps and globes); the library book lists (which arc issued
once a year, and with supplements throughout the school year); elementary and
secondary textbook lists (which are issued once a year and include thirteen or
more titles for every subject at every grade level, so that teachers may select::
from a rich variety of approved textg ; and the fourth list is the list of other
instructional materials.

Everything goes onto these four lists from the evaluation process except
those items which are for central inventory only. Sixteen millimeter films, for
example, are purchased only by the Instructional Materials Center (IMC),
another division of the Department of Instructional Materials. The Division of
Review and Evaluation simply forwards those evaluations to the Instructional
Materials Center wherc the staff in turn, orders for central inventory.

Still another dissemination activity of the Division of Review and
Evaluation is the creation and maintenance of an examination collection, so
that teachers, librarians, and supervisors who have received the lists of
approved materials may actually examine the materials before they select for
their own collections. This examination collcction includes a collection of
textbooks and library books and a collection of other instructional materials
of the non-print type. Every librarian in the school system is provided a
minimum of one half day per month to come to the examination center to select
materials to take back, to coordinate the evaluation of trade books, or to
examine approved materials for selection for their own IMC.

The lists are used in the schools as ordering tools, but they are used in
comnection with the examination center. I am sure that there are things pur-
chased blindly, but morc and more, teachers and librarians, with their lists
in hand, come to the Division of Review and Evaluation so that they can examine
materials.

Now, this must sound like a fairly rigid program. Let me remind you that
we are talking about the 22nd largest school district in the United States and
therefore, one where when we approve an item and every school decides to buy it,
we are already talking about a lot of money. It sounds rigid, but there are
things that keep it from being totally rigid. One of them is a tryout procedure
so that new and different instructional materials may be used with children and
evaluated with children before they are placed on approved lists. With this
procecduve, if the school requests permission to try out an item not on the lists,
it goes through certain chamnels; to the Division of Review and Evaluation to
make certain that it is not already on an approved list or has not already been
rejected for use, and to the appropriate subject supervisor. Then the school
is permitted to try it out. They make a written evaluation, which is in turn
given to the appropriate committee, which evaluates the materials after the
try-out has been completed.

The other exception to our regular procedure is nothing more than an
exception. When teachers or principals identify needs with particular children
or particular groups of children that cannot be met by materials on approved
lists, and they justify the use of some other material, my office has the
authority to grant them permission to buy materials not on the approved list.
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Darling, page 5

This is our program, basically, of review and evaluation. I would like to
say a little about what its effects have been. One of the things I can say for
certain is that by having teachers and supervisors evaluate those things which
we purchase for our central inventory, the films and other materials which
schools cannot afford to own themselves, we have made surc that we are ordering
the materials which teachers want and which teachers will use.

We have had an enormous annual increase in the use of centrally inventoried
materials. For the last four years circulation of our 16 millimeter film
collections has gone up 25% amnually, while the size of our collection has been
increasing. by 6% to 10%. Our research department has rcvealed some interesting
statistics in comnection with this too; I may not have the exact percentage right,
but there is someone here who can correct me if I am wrong. In 1961 we knew
that with 16 millimeter motion picture films, approximately 9% of classroom
time was going to the use of these materials. This fall in one limited group,
at least of the teachers, this had increased to a little over 20%.

Another way in which we have been able to find a difference as a result of
our review and evaluation program is that the curriculum and instructional
materials are more closely related to onc another. This is true not only in
the classroom and within the school, but in temms of the central office depart-
ments of Curriculum and Instructional Materials as well.

The program has developed closer staff relationships. Teachers and librarians
work more closely together. Teachers and supervisors, librarians and supervisors
work more closely together. The result is a far better staff relationship.

Still another effect is that far more of our staff have a direct say in the
selection of materials than would be possible if central office supervisors
and other so-called experts were to do all the selecting. With more than 10%
of the total professional staff of the school district involved in the evaluation
of materials, teachers have a major role in the decision as to what will be
used. I believe I can truly say that this program has enhanced the prestige of
the teacher in our system. The teachers are the people who decide what materials
will be used. They are the ones, basically, who decide which ones ought to be
tried out with children before a final decision is made.

with the issuance of lists of materials that have been pre-sifted, with
those things which are poor or which are unrelated to our program of studies
sifted out, our teachers, librarians and administrators can devote their time
and efforts to more important aspects of selection. They can examine materials
that have been pre-sorted and can pick those more appropriate to support the
program of the schonl. We can be sure also, that better materials are selected
for every school. No longer is it a hit and miss effort but a professional
selection from the best materials available for the purpose.

Finally, because these committees examine a great variety of instructional
materials, ranging from the text book to the trade book through the whole
variety and range of non-print materials in auditory and visual forms, our
teachers are better able to find those materials which best suit the need of the
children. In other words, materials arc brought to bear on the individualization
of instruction.
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These are a few of the advantages we feel we have gained. We still must
improve the program in a number of ways. We must specd it up; I have avoided
telling you how long it takes, but we must speed it up because it now takes
too long. We must cover a far larger number of materials than we now do, although
it is only fair to the staff of the Division of Review and Evaluaton to say

that the total of the four lists comes to well over 75,000 individual studies of
instructional matcrials.

We must develop methods which will permit us to involve the children even
more than we do in our prescnt method. Now, we use the children when we have
materials that arc new and different; we think also it would pay if we could
try out materials that are more traditional with children, before we make final
decisions as to whether or not we should use them. We must devise procedures
and secure staff for a more systematic coverage of all materials. Now, we
depend upon the samplings provided by producers. We depend upon the requests
of teachers and others, and we depend on what the vendors who come in, tell us.

What we need to have is a staff adequate to make a systematic search for
materials in every subject of the curriculum and at every level for which we
need materials. We must learn how to disseminate more information to our schools.
We issue lists now, but the lists are bare-bones lists. They give information
on title, author where appropriate, publisher or vendor, price, whether it is
black and white, in color, and a few additional things. But we need not only
to provide lists, and lists with annotations, but actually to present materials
to teachers. We are looking forward in the future, with the development of a
television distribution system, to actually showing materials to our teachers,
giving them opportunities to hear and see, so that teachers and librarians
know every item through this kind of dissemination. There are copyright
problems involved, of course, but I think they are insolublc since the

intention here is not to substitute for purchase but help schools to learn how
to purchase more wisely.

Another dissemination activity to which we must give more attention in the
future, though it has certainly not been totally neglected in the past, is
in-service education about instructional materials. We must help teachers and
librarians learn how to sclect more effectively, to evaluate thc materials they
have, to select from thosc available those they need to have, and to identify
those tasks for which no materials exist, so they will know better which materials
must be created in the school situation locally.

There are many defects in our program now, but we are identifying them
and we are developing plans for their improvement. The millenium, I suspect,
will never come, but the program will continue to get better day by day.




Evaluation: Industry's Role
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THE CONSUMERS UNION MODEL

by Mr. Morris Kaplan
Technical Director
Consumers Union, Mount Vernon, New York

Although it is not necessary to have a fine film in order to communicate
one's ideas, given equal cost and equal energy one would prefer to find the best
material on the market. If there were some way that the consumer could find
‘ out which item was the best, this would be an improvement over possibly having

to choose an inferior item due to lack of information of the available items.
§ It is to this problem that I would like to address myself.

There are characteristics of a good microscope, a good projector or a good
tape recorder that are almost independent of the use to which it will be put.
No matter how you use it, you want it to be safe. No matter how you use it you
would like it to be durable, or convenient to use. And so there are always a
host of questions, and they are at a most clementary level. They are not really

at all in the area of which we have been talking. If you recognize that, I
think we can proceed.

G L

Let me tell about how Consumers Union attempted to answer the question that
was raised here earlier--how to go about setting up an agency or process for
evaluating products or processes. Who's to do this? Should it be the government

5 in some form or other? Should it be the producers in some form or other? Or

: how? The solution which Consumers Union arrived at was to do it through a
cooperative of the users. If there are 10,000 school districts and if they have
; any interest at all in products or process evaluation, then perhaps each of them
| would be prepared to contribute some small sum of money, assign the appropriate
investigators to investigate these questions and distribute the information
throughout the 10,000 school districts. This in general, is the approach
Consumers Union used.

Some thirty-odd years ago a number of people became conceriied about the
poor quality of products which people were faced with and the choices that they
had to make, and how difficult they were. They had the same set of questions
I have just mentioned now and to answer them they chose this approach: to
establish an independent, non-profit union of consumers. This has certain kinds
of implications, and it suggests a single-mindedness of purpose: to provide
consumers information on consumer goods and services, independent of a profit
motive which could make profit-making more important than this purpose itself.

The fact that we chose a membership or union kind of organization made
it a cooperative effort. Members clected a Board of Directors who had no
financial interests in the products or any connection with producers or distri-
butors of goods. They werc independent. Generally, this Board of Directors
consists of scientists and engineers and educators, social workers, and so on.
The members of the organization also express their desires through an annual
questionnaire on the kinds of things they are interested in. The members pay
for it all through their subscription fees and through the purchase of special
publications, and although non-members may subscribe, anyone can become a
member merely by electing to do so.
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Most important was the notion of being independent. That meant that
Consumers Union would accept no advertising; it would accept no gifts or
donations, or subsidies or grants from any comme .cial source. It would accept
no samples for tests; all of these are bought in the open market. It does not
pexrmit the commercial use of Consumers Union test results or Consumers Union's
name. It does not permit more than ten copies of any single issue to be pur-
chased by anyone except for educational or non-profit use.

If you are interested in these concepts, then, and find that they might be
transferrable to your problem, you will recognize that we start out with
subscribers, or members, or users of the service. They elect a Board of Dir- 3
ectors who are non-paid and independent. They in turn appoint a director who is 3
the Executive Officer. He hires staff and gets the facilities together. The ,
staff produces a product which is distributed in the form of a published monthly
magazine for use of the subscribers.

I will review briefly the general approach that we take to evaluating
products. One of the questions we concern ourselves with is, 'What products
should we evaluate?' For this we set up the Operations Committee which
consists of the heads of the departments involved in getting out the reports.
- There is a marketing group which purchases the samples; there is a library, or
information group which feeds in that kind of inmput; theve is the heart of the
organization which is the technical department that does the technical product
evaluations and then there is the editorial department which concerns itself
with distributing this information in a usable form.

The input to the Operations Committee consists of information from an
annual questionnaire which we send out to subscribers and from the voluminous
correspondence that we get. The magnitude of this correspondence demonstrates
the interest that people have in this kind of thing, and I expect that if there
were a similar organization in the educational field the response would be
similar. There would be lots of people who would be concerned with questions
such as: What projector shall I buy? Which will be the casiest to maintain?
Which will be the most effective?

We also subscribe to the trade press and read all the trade literature and
have lots of similar inputs. The committeec decides what projects to undertake
and when to publish for timeliness and interest and proper balance of the
issues, so that our magazine will be readable.

One of the next problems we concern ourselves with is deciding which
brands and models to include. It is rare that we cover the whole field. The
Marketing Department determines what products are the most widely available,
which have the greatest interest for other reasons. For example, a product
may be of interest because of its unusual claims or low cost, or other special
features which might be important. This information is put together with a
discussion of marketing practices, seasonality of sales, type of outlets through
which the products are sold, delivery and installation problems, warranty
practices, price information and so on. It assembles manufacturers' specifi-
cation data. On the basis of its studies it recommends a scope for a project;
the scope may be narrow and include a particular narrow category of products
or it may be broad and include all kinds of products.
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One of the most important questions involves deciding what to test and how :
to test. I was most imprcssed with the earlier presentation that discussed this
problem and we worry about the same kinds of questions: Are we testing for the
right things? Do we know the ambience in which this product is going to be
used? And, in the context of that ambience are we evaluating the product properly?
But, we have learned over a great many years that even if it is not possible to
answer those questions well, there are so many other important questions that
one can answer, it is clearly worth the candle to go through this operation and ]
not be hung up by the things we cannot do. We concern ourselves with the things 'f
we can do. We can learn a lot by lining Up twenty or thirty or forty products,
one next to the other. And even if we know nothing more about these products
than what we can see, there would be Clearly demonstrable differences, suffi- ;
ciently important to warrant the dissemination of this information. Now we, of j

course, do have a great deal of technological know-how that has been developed
over the years to provide even better answers.

PP

If someone were to press me in terms of the discussion earlier this morning --
Do we know the process well enough? Do we understand all the uses to which’ these
products are going to be put? Does our evaluation answer the question in terms ;
of all of these processes, and wouldn't it be different if we werc to answer 3
it for other processes? I really would have great difficulty in answering. But
I would argue that what we do is so valuablec that one need not be disheartened

If one merely wades in and starts he will find that there is a great deal of

extremely useful information that can be obtained and that will help immensely
with the decision-making.

T TS R PO LN T ee) 2

What to test for then, and how to test? 1In terms of consumer products, our
library information source supplies the standards and specifications that have
been developed for such products all over the world; and if you look at them you
realize how elementary, how inadequate, they are. It supplies publications of
other studies on the subject, as well as other, more general, references. An
engineer, chemist or technologist to whom the project is assigned writes to
sources such as the manufacturers themselves , to other test laboratories which
concern themselves with this problem, and to others, for information on criteria
and methods. He may initiate a questiomnaire to ascertain what users consider

| important. Asking the consumer is a useful kind of exercise, but one ought to
know what its serious limitations are.

MARRE A A AR A 2

[ The sophisticated tester will devise test procedures of his own. There is,
f of course, the danger of the tyramny of the tester. One of the things he does

E is test for criteria he knows about. He tests by methods he knows how to use.
These are not necessarily the ones that are responsive to the need, but he
himself is a captive of the limitations of his craft, and unless he is fully

aware of this (and it takes a sophisticated tester to be aware of this) he can
mislead you and himself grossly.

FRIEA T AT RTINS

Most of the methods in the field have been developed by industry, by the
manufacturers, and are industry-oriented. I daresay this is more true in the
: area of educational materials than it is in the area of consumer goods. The

characteristics we try to think about we classify under five headings, and they
may be useful to you.
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The main heading we refer to is performance, and this has to do with how
well the product does the job for which it is designed. If it is a projector,
we arc interested in how sharp the picture is and characteristics of that sort.

There is a sccondary category of characteristics that we refer to as
Convenience characteristics, and those are: How easy is it to get the product
to perform what it is suppossed to do? Are the knobs easily accessible? Are
they hard to turn? Is it easy to load and unload?

Then there are a set of considerations under the heading of safety. These
have to do with safety for the user, safety for the product that is put into the
machine, like the films, safety of the machine itself, and safety of its
environment; the table on which it sits, for example.

Another set of characteristics has to do with the durability of the product--

that is, how long it is going to last, how trouble free the operation will be,
etc.

And finally, we have to deal with economic factors. How costly is it to
buy, to operate and to maintain?

These five categories do not include such things as style or appearance,
which are also important considerations, but ones we think need to be left to
the individual user of the product.

Having gone through this cxercise of deciding what to test for and how to
test, the project starts. Samplcs are ordered. We have shoppers, a large
number of them around the country, who buy the samples for us at retail and
send these samples to our laboratory. This concept is important, it seems to
me. Accepting samples from manufacturers is not good practice, for many reasons.
For example you may get a sample which is not representative of the product
you are interested in evaluating. Also, therec is a kind of obligation that you
assume when you accept products from manufacturers that you do not want to be
under.

Samples are bought and sent to the laboratories. In the laboratories
testing equipment is procured, set up, and de-bugged, and then the testing
process starts. The samples are subjected to many tests and the data is
accunulated. We use a variety of types of testing that may also be interesting
to you. We may usc laboratory instruments of one sort or another. With that,
as with all testing, there is the problem of validation-- how well does a set
of test conditions simulate what actually goes on in usc? These arec not easy
questions, more difficult for scme products than for others.

We have small panel "usc" tests, which again have all kinds of theoretical
problems, and are subject to all kinds of criticisms. Yet in practice they
turn out to be extremely informative. You can learn a lot about a product
by having even a small, unsophisticated group of people use it. The defects
which show up even in this simple screening are amazing. Sometimes, one wonders
whether the manufacturer even had his product tested by anyone before it went
on the market.
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Finally, there are claborate field trials; another technique for evaluating
products. These arec the most useful, I think, if the field panel is adequately
chosen and the test design is appropriate. They are also the most costly, the
most complicated, and the most time-consuming, but the casiest to interpret
because they involve real life situations.

Then there is the problem of having accumulated a vast amount of data on
different characteristics, (sometimes as many as forty or fifty of them). There
arc twenty or thirty products which one has. And there is a mass of data which
needs to be added up some way. It is not enough to merely present all of this
information about all of these products, because most users would be confused
by all of this. It is not possible to look at twenty times fifty bits of data
and try to make some sensc out of this. It is rare that one of these twenty
products turns out to be good in all respects.

The relevance of data involves weighing of the factors, and it becomes
most important to know how the product is going to be used. Some assumptions
must be made. We have often been toid, and if you are going to attempt to use
f this approach in solving your problems you will be told by all the producers
and by the people who are opposed to this model of product evaluation, that
each user is unique and therefore it is not possible to devise a scoring scheme,
a way of integrating this data, except in terms of the uniqueness of the
individual user. This is a lot of nonsense. Again it is the same kind of
sophistication, over-sophistication that is way beyond the level at which we are
dealing with these problems. Nobody wants a product that's unsafe. Nobody wants
a product that will fall apart after a week of use. Everyone wants a product
that performs well even at the most elementary level. The light must go on
when you press the button. Now if you limit yourself to that most elementary
kind of evaluation, you will still find clear and important distinctions. You
will be able to reduce these twenty brands to three or four or five that have
the virtues you are looking for; the others will all fall by the wayside for
one or another of the kinds of deficiencies I have talked about that are so
serious that no matter how the product is going to be used it will be deficient.
So it is possible, I think, on a crude level, but still a very useful one, to
devise rating schemes, scoring schemes of various types and a number of similar
approaches.
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Next we go through an claborate process involving checking of the data.
It is essential if you are to retain the credibility of the whole operation that

; you check the data. Credibility is a very important word in this union of
: - consumers. If there is any question about your doing your work well, if there
§ 1s any question about your lack of bias, your independence, then the whole
g operation falls by the wayside. What has made Consumers Union as unique and as
successful as it is, is that it has been possible over the years to maintain
this independence and reliability.

Finally, therc is the writing of a technical report which is re-written by
our editorial department; nothing gets published unless the engineers who have
done the work are satisfied with the accuracy, tone, and emphasis of the published
report. This is very important. This is not what happens in industry, even
where industry does do its own product evaluations. The advertising or sales
people are the ones usually who have the final word about what goes out to the
user.
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This, in very rough outline, reviews the kinds of things that we do. Our
evaluations are comparative rather than absolute. This makes life a good deal
- easier, and for most purposes, that is the real life situation-- the choice is
among the existing products and you might end up saying that none of them is
any good and that therefore one ought not to buy any of them. But this is
beyond the kinds of questions I am raising.

Actually, it is rare that all products are unsafe, although we have had
situations of that sort, and you might decide, if you know that, not to buy any
of them and find some other way to achieve the objective. But the usual situation
is that you are going to buy a projector anyway; you just have to have a projec-
tor, and the problem is which of the twenty or thirty or forty you are going to
buy. Therefore, comparative evaluations are the most meaningful and useful ones.
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INDUSTRY'S ROLE IN EVALUATION AND EDUCATION

by David R. Dorsett
Regional Consultant, Creative Playthings. Odenton, Maryland

Historically there has been a serious gap between the classroom teacher
and the educational industry. This gap has caused undue hardships for both
the educator and the producers of materials and it is on this problem that my
thinking has focused in the evaluation of instructional materials.

It is my belief that the responsible service to the customer indicates a
more active participation on the part of industry in all phases of education.
Just the fact that industry is represented here today and is being called upon
to participate in more and more high level conferences dealing with educational

concerns is an indication of industry's active role in helping to set educational
standards.

Specifically, industry is becoming more and more engaged in active dialogue
with its customers. My company, as well as many others, has felt the need to
communicate directly with teachers. We developed a program of desk-top manipu-
latives for the elementary grades, and educators manifested a keen interest in
this program from its inception. Conferences with leading educators were the
guiding factors influencing the research and ultimate development of this program.
Yet a very real need was felt to communicate directly with those who were to put
the program into use . . . those whose daily task was working with children.

A series of workshops were held, and are being held, to promote this
dialogue between educators and industry. Response to the program has been
overwhelming. In attempting to understand the teacher's problenms, needs, and
goals, we can go to greater leagths to be of use to schools and children.

Because of industry's expensive experience with the development of educational
programs, it is a fact that insights gained in content and pedagogy are useful
to the educator. There appears to be a greater need and a greater willingness
to have industry comment on issues, evaluate, innovate and commmicate its
findings to the professions.

Industry is beginning to share in the responsibility of materials selection.
It has a responsibility to be surc that what is being presented for consumption
has merit. Our new catalogue will contain several sections which deal ezl?c?usively
with curriculum and materials innovations based upon contemporary research.

Needless to say, it is necessary to be sure that both industry and education
are speaking the same language. The greater the involvement in and understanding
of each, in all phases of education, the less chance of failure. Each should
be made aware of the other's problems and consequently move toward the same
basic goals. Many of the suggested guidelines for the cvaluation of instructional
materials specifically involve a role for industry. For example:

1. What is the specific purposc of this material?

Every product presented to the cducator should be accompanied by concise
statements concerning possible uses of the particular device. This does not mean
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that we need necessarily limit the usc or prescribe treatments in the exact
dosages but we do have thc responsibility to inform the educator not only that
this product exists, but why it cxists.

2. Does this material fit the needs of the particular group who will be using
it?” If not, how can it be adapted to suit this need?

The educator is closest to the needs of his particular group of children,
and the materials produced must be suited to his requirements. Industry as
well as the teacher has a real interest in creating the correct materials, in
constantly improving upon materials .iow in use, and in adding to existing
programs. Involving more educators directly in the research and development
sections of industry is a prerequisite for the growth of better instructional
programs and better manipulatives to motivate, instruct and guide children.

3. Is what is being presented accurate and sound?

A specific evaluation of this type is often made in the classroom itself.
By observation of materials in usc in a real situation the theory, the philosophy,
the "feelings' about the usefulness of a certain piece of material can be more
readily determined. Industry neceds to take a more active part in the classroom
itself through observation, through field-testing and even through direct
involvement in the process of teaching.

4. What are the physical qualities of the material?

As well as a need for standards in the curricular value of materials there
is also a need to construct materials to a certain quality specification. Their

attractiveness, their sturdiness, the texture of the object itself may either
motivate a child or frustrate hin.

Poor desjrgx} needs to be called to the attention of industry. Most industry
welcomes suggestions for variations in design so as to improve its product.

This type of commmication and action serves not only the interest of the industry
but the interest of the consumer.

5. Does this material offer variety to the program?

Instructional materials which can be used in great varieties of ways are
of greatest use to the teacher.

6. Are the teacher's manuals which accompany the materials sufficient so as to

suggest additional uses, pose new problems, and suggest correlations with other
sources? .

A set of well defined and clearly stated objectives should accompany a
teacher's manual. The purposc of the manual need not be one of limitation or
specification. Its function is one of an introduction to the program. The
manual should give practical guidance by offering a variety of plans and yet
foster teacher creativity by allowing for deviation from the suggested procedures.
Information related in a manual should be factual; so factual that the educator
is aware of its intended usage and not simply the opinion of the author or the
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producer. Good manuals suggest correlations with other materials, other texts,
library references, films and filmstrips and other media. It is certainly a
responsibility of industry to be sure that all printed literature concerning a
product meets the standards set by the product itself and that this literature
is a statement of fact and to the best of their knowledge is reliable.

7. To what extent will these materials accomplish the specific goals of the
educator?

Many classrooms have been overwhelmed with volumes of new materials, texts,
audio-visual aids, three-dimensional manipulatives and electronic cquipment
which were thought to be a cure-all for all of their problems. We scem to be
in a "cooling-off" stage at this time--waiting for research to support or deny
that which was innovative in the past decade.

8. Is the evaluation process itself limited to certain periods of iime?

In summary it is apparent that any evaluation must be done in relation to
the product of evaluation--the individual child. Another recent NEA publication
states: 'Provisions of buildings, cquipment, administration, materials, personnel,
and services are useful only as they help children develop. The preparation of
the teacher, his selection of materials, and cverything he does to meet the
demands of the teaching day are good or not good in terms of the results in
children. Success is measured not by how many days are good, but by how many
children are reached."




